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PREFACE

The recent and rapid entrance of machine-based
technologies into the fields of teaching and learning
(education) has produced the same kinds of reactions among

. Mmany educators that marked the introduction of new machine-
based technologies to the military during and after World
War II and in the business community during this same period.
The new educational technologies are perceived by many
practitioners as substitutes for or in ccnflict with the
established technologies of mass teaching and learning, on
_the one hand, and as holding out hope for helping to achieve
difficult educational goals, such as individualized instruc-
tion, on the other. The conflict between o0ld and new tech-
nological alternatives for the educaticnal dollar is producing
a predictable amount of heat, propaganda, obfuscation, "hard
sell,"” mutual suspicion, and stereotypical misunderstanding
between propoPents of the alternatiﬁes,

| The history of resistance to change in technology in

business and the military during the past twenty years is
being repeated in the field of education. What can be learned
from the military and business experience? The military had
to develop and apply an additional new technology to cope with

the many new alternatives made available by modern physical
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science. It had to develop an evaluation technolegy, a way
for making operational or output comparisons between alter-
native systems and a way of costing these alternatives.
Cost/benefit or cost/effectiveness techniques were generated,
primarily in the field of economics, to aid this technology.

The attention paid to this important contribution,
however, has tended to hide the development of a possibly
even more important new technology, arising from an inter-
disciplinary, hard-headed, "learn-as-you-go" group of inno-
vators, the system-testers or evaluators. Tﬁese relatiVely
unsung technologists, working in boards, ad hoc committees,
weapon systems evaluvation-groups, military and industrial
research and development laboratories and in field-testing:
installations, provide the stream of hard data, expert judg-
ment, and operational feasibility information needed to support
the value requirements of the cost/effectiveness technology.

To call this new evaluation technolegy "Research and
Development" is greatly to oversimplify the situation and
quite possibly to confuse it. What seems to0 be going on is a
kind of "pre-R & D" or search, as opposed to research--search
for a framework or plan for evaluation which describes the
boundaries of a system, the R & D needed to develop the system,
the costs and feasibility of alternative systems, both political
and technical, how feedback from field testing can be generated
and utilized, how the new information is to be communicated, how

practitioners are expected to change their behavicr, and a
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thousand and one similar considerations. This search activity
is not conducted by traditional research methods, although it
may lead to the design of a traditional research study or
studies or to a research program. Possibly the most important
asp2ct of a search plan is the provision for "lead time," to
perinit the resuits of analysis and research to influence the
next set of alternatives and choices. An orderly procedure
for setting goals, assessing progress, and revising goals as

a function of feedback is part of the search plah. In short,
what the military learned to do, mostly by trial and error, was
to evaluate alternatives and to make choices utilizing many
different methods and procedures, ranging from the "guick and
dirty" to the most elaborate of experimental designs. For a
period, the military tried to rely on individual scientists
from the various traditional diéciplines to conduct both the
search and the research.and development phases. It discovered,
through agonizing trial-and-error, that "system scientists,”
"operations researchers," or "interdisciplinary searchers" are
needed for system evaluation, indiviauals who are able to
assume the multiple perspectives of scientist, theoretician,
practitioner, developer, and customer in judging alternatives
and making choices. Our system of higher education is not
aimed at producing such interdisciplinarians, so the military
solution has often been to create boards or groups made up of
individuals representing various relevant perspectives and to
~utilize the consensus of such boards as the operational

prediction and definition of effectiveness.
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This history of the evolution of evaluation in the
military and in the business world is being repeated in the
field of technology applied to education. Like the weather,
everyone is talking about evaluation of educational alterna-
tives, but hardly anyone is doing evaluation in a way that
changes behavior, attitudes, beliefs, and choices.

Is the military and business experience applicable in
the field of education? We think so. So we have taken some
first steps and asked some first qguestions. An immediate
guestion was how new technological alternatives are identified
in the educational materials industry. An examination of the
choice behavior of practitioners in relation to o0ld and new
technological alternatives in teaching and learning seemed to
be a good place to start in order to provide a baseline of
information about the "customer."

This report is one of two studies arising from discus-
sions at a meeting convened by the Carnegie Corporation of New
York in January, 1967, to explore the problem of technology

n education and its impact on the producers of educational

e

materials, on the schools, and on the Federal Government. A
distinguished group was assembled, representing major commer-
cial producers of educational materials, and staff members
from the Ford Foundation and from the Carnegie Corporation of
New York. The meeting led to a request to the Institute for
Educational Development from the Ford Foundation andvthe

Carnegie Corporation to corduct studies that would examine



more closely two of the issues raised, namely: "Research
and Development in the Educational Materials Industry," and
"Selection of Educational Materials in the United States
Public Schools.™"
The experiences, alternatives, and choices involved
in the conduct of these two studies make fascinating case
histories of the trial-and~error learning process described
in connection with the military experience. Although these
'studies are descriptive rather than evaluative, they present
many of the hard search or framework problems of an evaluation
enterprise. About half-way through one of the studies, for
example, a line of investigation was stopped and the whole
study was completely redesigned. A major conclusion reached
at IED, not contained in the body of this report, is that
more‘time and energy should have been devoted to the search phase!
We at IED are proud of these reports. We hope that the
framework for thinking about research and development in the
educational materials industry and the new factual information
uncovered in the selection of educational materials study will
orove helpful to both educators and to producers of educational
materials in understanding the impact of machine-based tech-

nologies on educational practices.

John L. Kennedy, Vice President
Institute for Educational Development

December, 1968




CONTENTS
Page

INTRODUCTION. . ccoveeuneaccccenaossacnosnsnnssssscnssasnnsasasl
CHAPTER I METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION....eeocsesasaseesssd
CHAPTER II STATE STATUTES ON MATERIALS SELECTION........24
CHAPTER III THE TEN—STATE SURVEY ¢ coennnonnccccansnoenaasll3

CHAPTER IV MATERIALS PRODUCERS' PERCEPTIONS
OF THE SELECTION PROCESS..c:ccesecescecss 247

CHAPTER V DISCUSSION..::eeeeeeeooeeanscesnccaassannnaa2l?
CHAPTER VI CONCLUSIONS.....euveeenesaeanenasanneanasssa.30L
GLOSSARY + + ettt veneoeeessonneansessasancessasasesessassea3ll
LIST OF TABLES . euueueeesaceeeaaceeeeeaaeassssanasassesess3l3
LIST OF FIGURES . :euesseensonaacaosscsasassssoessesssnanss320

BIBLIOGRAPHY . c o teeesosesscnsssoscsssasenscosnnsssssncensssassld2l

vi




INTRODUCTION




INTRODUCTION

This study is one of two conducted by the Institute
fbr Educational Development, under the sponsorship of the
Ford Foundation and the Carnegie Corporation of New York,
which examine the production and distribution of educational
materials in the United States. The focus of this report is
the patterns and practices by which educational materials
are selected for the public schools. The companion study
investigates the patterns and practices of research and
develcopment in the educational materials industries. These
studies emerged from a belief on the part of many educational
leaciers that there is a lack of systematic, comprehensive
.information about how materials are developed and how and by
whom they are chosen for various school systems.

It is generally known that hundreds of comparies,
thousands of persons, and millions of dollars are involved
in the production'of educational materials and that methods
and criteria for the selection of materials vary from district
to district and from state to state. However, more detailed,
specific information which would allow scholars, educators,
and policy makers to have bhoth an overview of these processeé
and to discover the points at which differentiation among
pattérns occurs was either nnt available or extremely

fragmentary and superficial.



The role which educational materials play in the
teaching-learning process has yet to be £fully explored. It
has been argued that the creative teacher can use almost any
materials as effzctive teaching tools and, on the other hand,
that the most useful and "best" materials may not be used most
advantageously in the classroom. We have not treated this
issue in these studies.

We have, however, assumed that instructional materials
may serve as a principal means through which new developments
in educational technology and educational technique come into
the classroom. Thus, in both studies an underlying concern
has been the ways in which materials producers, educators, and
other participants are responding to néw information which is
emerging in the behavioral and natural sciences and in engineer-
ing, and which is influenciﬁg the development of new instruc-
tional materials,

In each study, too, the process on which we focuslhas
been treated as a component of the total educational system.
In the present study, for example, the selecticn of certain
types of educational materials may be closely related to changes
in the organization of the classroom and the school; materials
vhich facilitate the individualization of instruction may
alter the concepts of grade and clasé; changes in physical
facilities and in the roles of teachers and administrators

may also be related to the introduction of new materials.



The direction and rate of change within public school
education and within individual school systems may be influenced,
in part, by the kinds of materials availakle and by the selection
of specific types cf materials. Selection itself, in turn, may
serve as a measure of the rate and direction of change. More-
over, materials are selected in and for a specific social
context. Various kinds of environments, situations, and educa-
tional personnel may produce different patterns of materials
selection.

Although the exact nature of the role that materxrials
play in the educational process is unclear, there are indications
that it is considered an extremely important one. The fact that
all fifty states have statutory provisions which regulate some
aspect of the selection of materials and the fact that substan-
tial portions of Federal government expenditures under both the
National Defense Educational Act and the Elementarf and Secondary
Education Act were allocated to the purchase of materials attest
to the importance which state and national legislatures attach
to instructional materials.

Public schools are considered to be a principal agenf of
socialization to American culture. Thus, the content of educa-
tional materials has important social ramifications and has often
become a source of community conflict. Throughout our history,
ethnic, religious, and racial groups, as they acquire self-
consciousness in a pluralistic society, have been sensitive to

their portrayal in educational materials. Those who wish to



inculcate, preserve, or reinforce particular ideological tenets
and political views have sought to have them incorporated in
school materials. Others have sought to have materials that

they consider offensive prohibited from the schools. 1In addi-
tion, assuming that the content and form of materials facilitates
the learning process, various groups both within and outside
formal education have called for‘materials that are both "more
relevant"” to the life experiences of specific groups and more
attractiﬁe, colorful, and interesting.

Materials alsc may have symbolic significance within
school systems. Indeed, one measure of the quality of a school
system is assumed to be the variety and recency of the materials
that it possesses.

Finally, the production of educational materials is a
major economic enterprise. Accecrding to almost any economic
indicator, the materials industries have enjoyed rapid growth
and prosperity in the 1960's. LC:spite a slight decline in
spending for elementary and high school textbooks during the
past academic year, earnings of materials producers are at an
unprecedented high.l Acquisitions of companies of all sizes
by other companies of all sizes may have decreased somewhét the

number of established companies exclusively concerned with the

lAmerican Educational Publishers Institute, statistics
from 1967; New York Times, January 21, 1968, "Textbook Buying
is Cut By Schools"™; "Audiovisual Study Discloses Who is Selling
Schools What," Nation's Schools, Vol. 80, No. 4, October 1967,
pp. 28-9.




production of educational materials. However, the entrance of
increasing numbers of diversified corporations and their sub-
sidiaries into the field of materials production more than
compensates for any decrease in the total number of companies
producing materials. The variety of products has also increased
dramatically. In a recent study by the research division of a
leading brokerage house, the educational materials industry
is listed among the five industries most likely to show marked
growth within the next tw; decades.2

Aided by Federal funds in the past three years, school
systems have been able to purchase more materials than ever
before. Materials producers have responded by making available
a greater range and variety of materials. Some of these have
been genuinely innovative in both form and substance. Some
have not. Some .have utilized a traditional format, but in
imaginative ways. Some have incorporated new appr/:.ches and
new developments into standard forms. Still other materials
have made use of technological innovations and inventions
borrowed from other market applications, and much more
equipment of this type is under development.

Classroom teaching also seems to be characterized by
the use of an increasing range and variety of materials. Yet,

because of high costs, and perhaps other factors as well, the

2Merrill Lynch, Pierce, Fenner and Smith, "5 Emerging
Industries,” June 1, 1968.




market for the most technologically advanced educational
materials has not, to this point, proven to be all that the
matérials producers might have desired. Thus, this study of

the patterns and practices of educational materials selection
may indicate the patterns and variables of the selection process
which may affect whether new materials are likely to reach the
classroom., |

The present study consists of three parts, each of
which could be considered a separate study. Together, they
give a comprehensive picture, as complete as in any study to
date, of the patterns of materials selection and the kinds of
variables which impinge upon the process.

The first part of the study analyzes the statutes of
the fifty states which bear upon the selection and purchase of
educational materials. It should be noted that selection and
purchase have been tréated as distinct processes. Our prelimi-
nary research showed that purchasing was largely a formal
administrative procedure, and that the choice or selection of
the materials to be purchased was the point at which significant
educational and social decisicns were made. The rationale for
the first portion of the study was simply to determine the ways
and the extent to which legal requirements constituted impedi-
ments to the selection; purchase, and introduction of materials.

The second part of the study is a survey 6f materials_.
selection procedures in ten states. The states were chosen

because they were representative of particular legal patterns




of selection or because they were examples of important but
deviant selection procedures. At least four school systems
in each state were surveyea:Mand personnel ranging from the
superintendent to classroom teachers and school board members
were interviewed in each district.

The third part of the study describes the views of a
cample of materials producers on the selection process. This
important aspect of the materials selection process rarely,
if ever, is included in discussions of the subject. It may
be argued that the perceptions of salesmen and salesmanagers
of the selection process may actually affect the locus of
decision-making in a system with regard to materials selection.
Producers' representatives are likely to direct their sales
appeals to those who they believe have influence, and thus,
may give them a greater degree of influence.

In addition, producers of materials have distinct
perceptions of the identity of their customers and of the
selection criteria used by that clientele. These perceptions
influence the kinds of appeals advertisers and salesmen use,
as well as the persons and groups toward whom they direct their
efforts. Producers' images of who selects materials and why
are likely to affect the kinds of information provided concern-
ing products and the media through which information is provided.
What materials producers believe their clientele want and will
purchase appears to be a most important consideration in deter-

mining the kind and quality of materials available for selection.



The objectives of this study and its companion were to
collect "baseline” data and to attempt to describe two complex
processes which are considered important to understanding the
dynamics of the educational system. From these data we hope
not merely to provide the basis for generalizations but to
describe types and patterns of behavior. Such an approach
permits the generation of hypotheses which subsequent research
may test. Hence, these preliminary explorations should make
possible other systematic empirical studies designed to test

hypotheses and isolate explanatory variables.




CHAPTER I

METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION




CHAPTER 1
METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION

The data on the selection of educational materials
were gathered from three sources: (1) an analysis of states'
statutes regulating the procedures for the selection of educa-
tional products,l (2) a survey of the materials selecticn
process in ten states, and (3) a sample of educational materials
producers' perceptions of the selection process. Methods
employed in the collection of the data are summarized for

each of the sources listed above.

(1) Analysis of State Statutes

As a first step, digests of the fifty states' statutes
relevant to materials selection were prepared.2 The state
statutes described refer only to the selection of textbock:
With one exception, states have no legal provisions regulating
the szlection of nonprinted m . .terials. The digests described
only the formal legal structure or the materials selection
process. The whole body of administrative regulations estab-

lished within each state and district by local agencies and

lsee Glossary, p. 311.

2IED was aided in the preparation of the statute digests
by the law firm of Strasser, Spiegelberg, Friza & Frank of New
York City.
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the vast body of informal rules and practices were not
included.

The material in the digest for each state was analyzed
and grouped according to (1) the units or individuals mentioned
in the statutes as involved in selection decisions, (2) time
and procedural constraints on the selection process, and
(3) substantive constraints on the materials which could be
selected. The units involved in the selection process were
described along the following dimensions: (a) composition of
membership, (b) requirements for membership, (c) means of
selection for membership, and (d) role in the selection process.
Time constraints, procedural constraints, and substantive con-
straints were also subdivided into categories according to
(a) type and (b) degree of specificity.

The data were coded along the dimensions listed above
and then imposed on a matrix. This procedure offered a compre-
hensive view of the selection units and selection constraints
in the fifty states and the relationships within and among the
states. The descriptive items on the matrix could be counted
either along rows to describe processes within each state or
along columns to‘produce tallies of characteristics across
all states. In this manner, for example, it was possible to
differentiate between adoption and nonadoption states and
between Northern and Southern states, as well as to compare
individual state patterns with each other and with the pattern

of the nation as a whole.
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(2) Ten-State Survey

From a review of the fifty state statutes, the various
formal patterns of materials selection were identified. From
the preliminary analysis we categorized information on the
individual states according to (1) the number and type of
units officially involved in the selection process, (2) the
range of selection options available at different levels in
the educational system, and (3) the degree to which the pro-
cessas of materials selection were centralized. This differen-
tiation was based on examination of the state statutes, and it
offered a basis for developing and refining a classification
scheme for the states.

At this point we asked a panel of consultants to rate
the states along continua reflecting the following dimensions:
(1) the points at which and the means by which selection options
were delimited, (2) the availability of opportunities for dif-
ferent kinds of educational professionals to participate in
selection, and (3) the nature and extent of participation in
selection at each administrative level. We eventually chose
states corr:sponding to eight of the nine state selection
patterns which had been identified from the classification
based on state statutes and from the consultants' rankings.

Two additional states were added to our sample in
response to a suggestion from consultants that we select not
only states which were representative of patterns but also

those which were deviant from the patterns and were important
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enough as consumers tn warrant their inclusion in a baseline
study. The final survey sample consisted of eight states which
were representative of types of selection procedures and two
states which were deviant.

When these ten states were rated according to degree of
centralization in their selection processes, from least to most,
the order was as follows: Connecticut, Wisconsin, Montana,
California, Ohio, Georgia, Florida, Indiana, Texas, and North
Carolina.

According to the statutes and our consultants on the
study, Connecticut represents an open, laissez-faire model which
typifies the entire Northeast. There are practically no state-
level restrictions on selection procedures in these states.
thouoh there may be well-defined practices gﬁd procedures at
local or school levels. Wisconsin is also an "open" state,
with few restrictions on selection but with some procedural
detail specified by state law. Wisconsin is representative of
the Midwestern states in having one large city which deviates
from the rest of the state.

Montana is one of the most unstructured states in terms
of selection procedure primarily because of its large area and
low population density; however, it also has listing requirements
and some selection is done above the local level. California
is a state with state selection requirements only on the elemen-
tary school level, but with the additional factor of state-mandated

printing and binding for elementary textbooks. Ohio's rigorous
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listing requirements and time constraints make it among the
most restrictive of the states which do not select textbooks
at the state level.

Texas is a "deviant" state. It is highly centralized
and is considered by publishers to be an influential force
since it is the largest state in which textbooks are selected
at the stzte level. Florida and Indiana are both moderately
restrictive in their selection practicas. Florida is also
characterized by the most complex statutory procedures for
selection. Indiana is "deviant" in that it is the only Northern
state in which textbooks are selected at the state level, North
Carolina, the most centralized state in terms of selection pro-
cedures, adopts only two textbooks per subject and grade, and
is considered to be the most restrictive state.

Substitutes for the eight model states were chosen in
case it was not feasible *to obtain cooperation and access in a
first-choice state. However, it was not necessary in the survey
to use any of the substitute states.

Project Associates were selected in each state to choose
the sample of respondents and to administer the interviewing.
Sampies in each state were expected to reflect the selection
pattern in that state and the relevant geographical and cultural
subdivisions. Project Associates were selected on the bases of
their familiarity with the state's school systems and their
ability to facilitate access to respondents. In all but one

instance, in which an IED staff member in California directed
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the interviewing, all Project Associates were affiliated with
a major university within their states. (A list of Project
Associates is included at the end of this chapter.)

Each Project Associate attended an orientation session in
which the sample specifications for his state and his responsi-
bilities in the survey were cutlined and discussed.

Since our study was conducted not to test hypotheses
but to generate them, and since our objective was to conduct an
essentially heuristic investigation, we did not feel bound by
statistical procedures in our sampling process. However, we
did wish to obtain degrees of comparability among the states
as well as a sample representative of the entire range of state
patterns. For example, we wanted 25 percent to 30 percent of
our sample to consist of teachers and about the same percentage
to consist of local administrators. In a state chosen for its
centralization in selection practices, we expected the sample
to include more state-level representatives than were included
in samples for states which had less centralized procedures.
For the representation of other roles within the system, we
permitted each Project Associate to sfipulate the exact number
and type. At the orientation session for each Project Associate,
guidelines for sémpling in his state were developed in coopera-
tion with the IED staff.

The Project Associates were given latitude in decisions
on sampling according to geographical or subcultural patterns

characteristic of the state in order to obtain greater accuracy




in reflecting local practices. The particular persons selected
to be respondents in their state were chosen by the Project
Associates in accordance with the guidelines for sampling.
Each Project Associate was asked to submit a description for
his state of the dominant social and economic characteristics
of the districts from which the sample was drawn. Categoriza-
tion of units in each state in terms of dominant socioeconomic
characteristics was based on the Project Associates' descriptions.

At least four school systems in each state were surveyed,
and personnel ranging from school board members and superinten-
dents to classroom teachers were interviewed in each district.
The number of interviews ranged from fifty-eight in California,
the most complex state in the study, to thirty each in Indiana
and Georgia. The respondents were drawn from large urban
centers, middle-sized cities, small cities, small towns
and villages, "bedroom" suburbs, and "industrial" suburbs. 1In
terms of dominant socioeconomic characteristics, more than
one~fourth of the total sample represented complex urban com-
munities with a heterogeneous social structure and ecconomic
base, and more than one-fourth represented middle-class communi-
ties. Nearly one-fifth of the sample represented upper-class
communities, whereas slightly more than one-tenth represented
lower-class communities. Class categorizations were based on
income and social indicators.

The maior urban centers in our sample included Atlanta,

Indianapolis, Los Angeles, San Diego, Miami, Columbus, Houston,
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and Milwaukee. The districts sampled in the Ten-State Survey
are listed at the end of this chapter.

The survey data were collected from individual interviews
conducted according to an interview guide constructed by the IED
staff. With two exceptions, all of the questions in the inter-
view were "open-ended" questions. Respondents were asked to
give their answers in their own words and to elaborate on an
answer to the extent they wished. Responses, therefore, were
not precoded. In order to tabulate categories of responses
which were similar, a coding scheme was developed based upon
the substance of responses cf a random sample of approximately
17 percent of the total interviews. This method of developing
the coding scheme allowed us to reflect the range of responses
to the guestions more accurately, to preserve a measure of the
individualization of responses, and at the same time to correct
for systematic differentiations in the recording of responses
which may have been attributable to interviewers in various
states.

Several pretests of the interview guide were conducted
in a suburban New Jersey school system before a final version
of the guide was prepared. Interviews were then administered
in the ten states and returned to IED, where the data were
coded and prepared for systematic tabulation. Analysis of the
computer print-out and reorganization and preparation of the
data for inclusion in the report completed this phase of the

study.
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(3) Producers' Perceptions

A third phase of the design was obtaining and analyzing
the views of a sample of representativas from the educational
materials industry on selection practices within the fifty states.
These representatives were primarily salesmen and salesmznagers.

The sampie of materials producers was selected by con-
sultants with expertise and extencrive background in the area of
publishing and in educational materials productiocn and selection.
The 23 producers' representatives who were asked to participate
in the study were chosen according to their degrees of experience
and knowledge in selling and/or distributing educational products
and the type of company with which they were affiliated. The
objective was to select a well-informed sample which represented
a range of companies differentiated by form of organization,
types of products manufactured, and regional familiarity.

Nineteen individuals agreed to participate. They
represented 15 different companies and organizations: seven
independent textbook companies, four educational materials
producers which had been acquired by major corporations, two
producers of instructional materials other than textbooks, and
two educational associations.

As the first means of gathering information, we asked
the sample to respond to structured instruments designed to
elicit perceptions of patterns of influence in educational
materials selection. We wanted their perceptions of the people

and the organizational units, in the fifty states, that were
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most influential in the selection of textbooks and nonbook

educational materials. On a matrix each participant ranked 28

e - . . . . 1
possible decision units for each state on a scale from one to five :

according to the influence he thought each unit had in selection
decisions. These 28 possibilities ranged from the state legis-
lature to the individual classroom teacher. Each possible
level of decision-making was included: state, county, district,
city or town, and school. Two separate matrices were filled
cut by each participant, one to provide data on the selection
of textbooks and the other on the selection of nonprinted
materials. It was necessary to weight responses because of
known expertise by some participants either in certain regions
of the country or in certain product types (textbook or nonbook).
The 19 sets of rankings for the selection of textbooks
were then tallied, averaged according to the weighting scheme,
and recorded on a single matrix. With this type of overview,
we could quickly and easily isolate those decision units which,
because they had the highest averages, were considered most
important. This same procedure was carried out for the matrices
reflecting the points of influence in the selection of nonbook
materials. The matrices gave us an overall view of influential
-decision units across, as well as within, all fifty states.
Finally, the three top-ranking decision units for each state
were recorded pfovidfng us with data which we could compare with
patterns and rankings collected in the Ten-State Suxvey and with

the analysis of state statutes.
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A second means of gathering information from producers'
representatives consisted of a series of inform.l meetings under
IED ~uspices. At these meetings members of the sample discussed
the characteristics and relative advantages and disadvantages
of selection procedures throughout the United States. IED
staff members were present at the meetings and.introduced
questions which were aimed at obtaining insights and commentaries
that could not be gathered from formal structured instruments.

A number of the questions posed by IED staff members during the
meetings cbrresponded to those used in the Ten-State Survey
Interview Guide. Other guestions raised points that were more
appropriate to the publishing or nonprinted materizls industries.
In addition, questions were raised concerning the information
sources and information levels, perceptions of selection criteria,
changes over time in terms of influence patterns and specific
types of materials selected, and sales strategies and tactics

for different kinds of materials and in different states.
Information gathered by this method was collated and analyzed
and, combined with the data from the matrices, forms the basis

for Chapter IV.
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California

Connecticut

Florida

Georgia

Indiana

Montana

North Carolina
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Texas

Wisconsin

IED Staff

Dr. Robert Filep
Director of Studies
Institute for Educational Development

Dr. Irving Allen
Department of Sociology
University of Connecticut

Dr. H. A. Curtis

Professor of Educational Psychology
College of Education

The Florida State University

Professor Oscar Jarvis
College of Education
University cf Georgia

Dr. Arthur Oestreich
Division of University Schools
Indiana University

Dr. Linus J. Carleton
School of Education
University of Montana

Dr. Allan S. Hurlburt
Professor of Education
Duke University

Dr. Orlando Behling
Associate Professor

of Business Organization
Ohio State University

Dr. Michael Thomas
School of Education
University of Texas

Dr. F. A. White, Director
Bureau of Audio-Visual Instruction
University of Wisconsin

Dr. Nancyv A. Bord, Study Director

Mrs. Carxol Aslanian, Assistant Study Director

20



Districts Sampled in Ten-State Survey

State District
California Los Angeles

Los Molinos County
Modesto

Pa.o Alto

Red Bluff

San Diego

Santa Ana

Santa Monica

Connecticut Bolton
Glastonbury
Hartford
Maznchester

Florida Avon Park

Liberty County
Miami Dade County
Sarasota

Sebring

Georgia Atlanta
Cordele - Crisp County
Jonesboro - Clayton County
Macon - Bibb County
Sparta - Hancock County

Waycross
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State

Indiana

Montana

North Carolina

Ohio

District
Bloomington
Brown County
Fort Wayne
Hammond - Griffith
Indianapolis
Salem - Washington County

Terre Haute - Vigo County

Circle - McCone County
Dillon

Great Falls

Missoula

Sidney

Troy

Forest City
Greensboro

Mecklenburg County
- Charlotte

New Hanover County
Rutherford County

Wilmington

Columbus
Franklin County
Galion

Jefferson County

Worthington
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State District
Texas Austin
Gatesville

Houston - Harris County
Lampasas County
Midland

Waco

Williamson County

Wisconsin Madison
Milwaukee =~ Cudahy County
Monroe
Osseo
Portage
Prescott
Spooner

Westby




CHAPTER II

STATE STATUTES ON MATERIALS SELECTION




CHAPTER 1T
STATE STATUTES ON MATERIALS SELECTION

A number of formal, legal components within an education
system may affect the materials selection process. State
statutes have been chosen for analysis because they provide
the framework within which county, district, and local units
must operate. In the American Federal system, counties, towns,
cities, school districts, and all other jurisdictional units
are creations of the states and have only as much authority
in any policy area as the state government allows. Despite
social and culitural pluralism within many states and the wide
assortment of regulations, ordinances, and customs within each
of them, state statutes provide some guidelines for the selection
process.

Two considerations must be noted a* the outset of our
discussion. First, the statutes refer only to textbocks and
not to the full range of educational materials; in most cases
statutes pertain only to basic textbooks, not to supplementary
textbooks. 1In many states there are complex administrative
regulations on all levels which augment the state statutes and
influence the selection practices for other types of materials.
However, the statutes of only one state (Virginia) contain

provisions dealing specifically with nonprinted materials.
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Second, the distincticn between adoption and nonadoption
states must be emphasized. The term "adoption state" is applied
to those states which review and select textbooks at the state
level. T"“Nonadoption" states are those in which state-level
agencies are not involved in the selection of textbooks. How-
ever, even among the nonadoption states there are some which
have statutory requirements for 1listing of books or which
prescribe time periods for textbook selection. The distinction

between adoption and ncnadoption states will be used as a basis

of classification throughout the report, but variations within
each of these two types of states will be explored more fully

in a subsequent section.l

Patterns of State Statute Provisions

The description of the statutes in the fifty states has
been divided into two parts. In the first part the statutes'
provisions are analyzed according to the number and kinds of
units which are legally required to be involved in the selection
process and the various roles which they play. A second dimen-
sion of the analysis examines the statute provisions according
to the kinds of legal constraints they place on selection

processes.

1See Figure 1, p. 26.
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Number and Kinds of Units

Table 1 shows the number of units, claséified according
to geopolitical level, which are required by law to be involved
in materials selection in each state. In this table only three
levels are considered--state, county, and local. This last
category encompasses units at both the local and district levels.

The total number of units legally required to be parti-
cipants in the materials selection process in the fifty states
ranges from two to eight. There are five states which require
that only two units be involved. One of these, Louisiana, is
an adoption state. The other four, Connecticut, Idaho, Massa-
chusetts, and Vermont, are nonadoption states. One state,
Tennessee, requires that eight separate units be involved in
materials selection. Two of these units are on the state level,
two on the county level, and four on the district or local
level. Alabama and Indiana require that seven units participate
in the selection of materials. In Alabama, four of the seven
units are on the state level, one on the county level, and two
on the district or local level. 1In Indiana, on the other hand,
three state units and three district units or local units are
involved, and only one of the seven units is on the county level.

In nonadoption states the most common number ¢f units
required to be involved in materials selection is three. 1In
contrast, the most common number of units required to participate
in adoption states is five. Table 2 summarizes the pattern of

units required in the fifty states. Table 3, a further refinement



28

S

L

s3Tun 3o
ToqUON Te30L

4
4
S3TUn TedoT

10 FOTIISIQ
Jo JaqunN

ToA9T TeOTATTod0R) pue 83e3s Aq ‘UOTIOSTOS STTISIRN UT POATOAUT SITU JO ISCUMN

0

T

S3TUN A3UNOD

30 Toquny

T ST9RL

*SI9338T Te3Tded UT poqurxd axe sojels uoT3dopiy

€

14

S3TUQ @3¥3S

Jo JIsqumN

VISHOED
VATIO1a
axemMeTaq
JNOTIOBUUCD
OpRIOTOD
VINSOITTHD
SYSNWDRIY
VNOZ T
WISy Y

WHVEYIY

23e3s

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



29

*SIe339T Te3Tded ur psjurad axe seje3s uoT3dopyy

S T Z 4 pueTAxe
14 4 0 4 suTeR
Z 0 0 4 YNVISINOT
14 T 0 3 RIONINDI
g T T € SVSNYY
14 € 0 T eMoT
L € T € YNVIANT
g i 0 T STOUTTTI
Z T 0 T oueprt
€ T 0 4 TTeMeH
T s3Tup 30 S3TUN TE00T $3TUn K3Unop S$3TUn 93e3S , 5Fe3s
JOqUIN Te3Og, I0 3OTIISTA Jo zacqumy Jo asqumN
Jo Isqumy

psnutjuco T ST9eL




30

s3TUN 3O
TSOUNN Te3q,

[4
T

SQTU Ted0oT

IO FOTAISTA
Jo Iocumy

0
0

s3TUn A3UMoD
Jo asqumny

pSUTIUCO T STqRT

*SI9339T Te3rded uT psqurad sie sojels uoT3dopyy.

N

[4

T

S3TUn 93238

JO Isquny

Kssxop Moy
axTysduey MoN
YAVAHN
eySeIgeN
BURUON
TINOSSTI
IddISSISSIN
©J0SSUUTH
UeSTUOTH

s339snyoesSsSe,]

EEERTS




31

[
S

S3TUn 3O
TSCUNN TR0

14

14

S3TUN 2001

T0 3OTIISTA
Jo Toquny

S3TUn AQUNOD
JO TequUNN

penuTIUCO T STqRl

*SI9339T Te3Tded ur pejurad axe seje3s uotridopyy

14

€

s3TUn 9338

JO Ioquny

YNTTCGIVD HINOS
PURTST Spod
eTuRPATASUUSG

NOD®IO
YHWOHY'TIO
oTyo

ejoxe(q U3aoN

UNTIIYO HRION

HIOK MON

OOIXHA MAN

2338
¥




32

8

S

S3TUn 3O

ToquIN Te30L,

14

T

S3TUN Te00T

70 3OTISIA
JO ToqUIN

14

[4
S3TUn Aquno)

JO IacuIN

ponuUTIUCO T STqel

*S23339T Te3itdeo ur pejurad axe sejels uoradopyy

14

14

S3TUD 93E38
30 ToqumN

ONTIWOAM
UTSUCOSTM
VINIDNIA LSHM
uojbutysem
VINTOEIA
FUOULTOA

- NI

SUXHEL
THSSHNNALT,

e303EQ YANOS

£ 2FE3S

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



33

Table 2

Number of Units Involved in Materials Selection
for Adoption and Nonadoption States

Adoption Nonadoption Total

1, 2, 3,or 4

units 10 19 29
5, 6, 7,or
more units 14 7 21

Total 24 26 50




Table 3

Geopolitical Ievels of Units Involved in Materials Selection
for Adopticn and Nonadoption States

Adoption Ncnadopticn
State Level Only (1) 2 0
Local Level Only (2 0 0
State & 1 Local Level 10 13
State & 2 Local Levels 8 11
State & 3 Local Levels (3) 4 2
Total 24 26

(1) Louisiana and North Carolina.
(2) No state statute refers only to local-level units.

(3) Adortion states: Alabama, Arizona, Tennessee, Wyaming;
Nonadoption states: Colorado, Iowa.

34

Total

23

19

50
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of these data, presents adoption and nonadoption states accord-
ing to the kinds of units invoived in materials selection on
the state and local levels. Data here corroborate the patterns
observed in Table 1.

Alabama requires that four state-level units be involved
in materials selection, as do Mississippi and Utah (Table 1).
The state with the highest number of required state-level
units is Florida. Florida's statute specifies that five state-
level units be involved in textbook selection.

Five states, all adcption states, have no requirements
for involvement of local or district units., These states are
Florida, Louisiana, North Carolina, South Carolina, and West
Virginia. On the other hand, each of the fifty states requires,
according to its statutes, that some units on th2 =tate level
be involved in materials selection. However, whe :he total
number of units is modified according to the role which wvarious
units play in materials selection, it is evident that state-level
units in nonadoption states plaTy insignificant, tangential, or
very minor roles in materials selection.

It appears that county-~level units are the least
important in materials selection with respect to the total
number of county units required to be involved. Fourteen
states require county-level unit participation in materials
selection, and only three require that more than one county-

level unit be involved.
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Table 4 presents an additional general perspective on
relevant units involved in selection. In this classification
only two geopolitical levels are defined--state and local.

Units are differentiated according to whether they consist

of one individual who is chief education officer, whether the
unit is a general purpose group, such as a board of education,
or a special purpose group, such as a textbook selection com-
mittee. Some states, namely, Alabama, Alaska, Florida,
Mississippi. and Utah, have regquirements for the participation
of more than ocne special purpose group in selection at the
state level. The 15 states which mention state-level special
purpose groups in their statutes are all adoption states, as
are the five states which mention more than one special purpose
group.

On the local level, chief education officers are
mentioned in the statutes of 16 of the states. Indiana,
Montana, Washington, and Wyoming each mention two c<nief educa-
tior officers. Chief education officers con the county level
are mentioned in the statutes of eight states. There are four
mentions of chief education officers on the district level,
seven of local superintendents, and one of school officials.
General purpose groups are mentioned in the statutes of eight states.
In only one instance (Sou*h Dakota) is there a special vurpose
group on the county level. Four of these groups are ~r the lccal
level, and thre-. are on the district level. The special purpose

groups on the local level are all mcationed in the statutes of
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adoption states, whereas those on the district or county level,
with the exception of the state of Arkansas, are all noted in
the statutes of nonadoption states.

The picture becomes more complicated when one considers
the category "more than one general purpose group on the local
level." Twenty states have more than one group on the local
level mentioned in their state statutes as participants in
the materials selection process. Three of these states, Icwa,
Illinois, ard Tennessee, list three general purpose units on
the local level wl.ich must be involved accordi::g to their legal
reqguirements. Only one state, again Tennessee, has statutory
requirements for more than one special purpose group or the
local level. 1In this case, Tennessee's statutes call for the
involvement of textbook selection committees on the county,
district, and local levels.

In the previous tables the units mentioned in the state
statutes as being involved in materials selection have been
treated as if they were of equal importance. This obviously
is not the case, and modification of these data seems to be in
order. Thus, Table 5 presents another important dimznsion of

the analysis of units required by state statute. Here, the

role and scope of authority of urits have been taken into con- -

sideration, and the units listed in Table 5 are those which
have primary significance in the materials selection pfocess.

As may be seen from the listing of the most important units in
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materials selection for each state, 12 states, 11 adoption and
one nonadoption (South Dakota), share principal authority over
materials selection between two units.

Not only is the scope of the legal authority over
materials selection listed for each of the most significant units
_in each state, but also the composition of the unit, according
to whether its members are lay or professional, the number of
members of each unit, and the means of selection of the various
units (whether appointed or elected, and by whom). The incon-
sistency in the titles of the unité and the ‘terms and phrases
used in the descriptions of scope of legal authority arises
from presenting these data exactly as they appear in the statutes
of the respective states.

Previous data presented in Tables 1 through 4 show that
many othexr units are meﬁtioned in the state statutes as partici-
pants in the materials selection process. .Their roles, however,
are less significant than those of the units which are listed
in Table 5.

Tables 6 and 7 summarize, for adoption and nonadoption
states, the data on the importance, composition, and means of
selection of units presented in Table 5. Most of the nonadoption
states do not specify the composition of the units which are
considered most important in the selection of educational
materials. However, where composition of units is specified,
it is interesting to compare the pattern for adoption states to

the pattern for nonadoption states. Two-thirds of the important
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ey

units in adoption states are reguired to be ébmposed totally
or primarily of educational professionals. Only four nonadopticn
states require the units to be comprised either entirely or

primarily of educational professionals. However, with regard

to the kind of unit considered most important in the different
categories of states, adoption statesiare likely to have special
purpose textbook selection committees as highly involved units,
whereas nonadoption states rest legal authority for selection

most frequently with locally-elected general purpose groups.
Another interesting fact based on the data in Table 7 is that

a large percentage of those members of the most important units

in adoption states, although they may be educational professionals,
are appointed by the governors of their respective states.

There are f£ive states in which the state curriculum
committee plays an important role in materials selection (Table
8). In two of these states, Florida and Mississippi, textbook
purchasing boards at the state level are important, and in iwo
other states other kinds of state-level units play important
roles. All states with these patterns are adoption states.

The other state-~levzl units which appear in these columns are
the Departiment of Education in the State of Alaska and the State
Commisgidn of Public School Teachers in West Virginia.

\ Reading horizontally across Table 8, the data showing
the number of each kind of unit mentioned in the adoption and
nonadoption states are modified according to the roles which

these units play in the selection process. For example, there
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are 18 mentions of state superintendents as being involved in
materials selection in the 24 adoption states. In only one
state, however, does the state superintendent actually select
or adopt textbooks. In one other instance, the state superin-
tendent is formally charged with responsibility for preparing
the state list. In another instance he plays an advisory role,
and in ten instances he has a general supervisory role or a
role affecting materials distribution or purchasing. The
multiple responsibilities of state superintendents account for
the large number of roles coded in Table 8.

When one considers the state~level units in nonadoption
states, the picture is quite clear. As has been noted (Table 8},
state superintendents and state boards of education are the only
state-level units which receive any mention at all in the statutes
of nonadoption states. But in only two instances do either of
these state-level units play any more than a general supervisory
or tangential role in materials selection in nonadoption states.

Moving to the next geopolitical level, three different
county-level units are mentioned in the statutes of the fifty
states, namely, County Superintendent, County Board of Education,
and County Textbook Committee. Inclusion of this level of unit
in materials selection by statute is approximately evenly divided
between adoption and nonadoption states. However, when the role
or scope of legal authority for units on the county level is

considered, there are only two instances (Maryland and South
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Dakota, both nonadoption states), in which county—ievel units
are considered to be significant.

District-level units, another important component of
the materials selection process, are mentioned in state statutes.
The term "district level," as distinct from "local level," is
used according to the terminology as specified in the state
statute. Districts may be either larger or smaller than either
county or local units. In some sections of the country, school
districts may encompass several counties or parts of several
counties and may include cities, towns, villages, and other
unincorporated areas. In other areas, as in large cities, the
local level itself may be divided into a number of districts.

District-level units mentioned in the statutes of
adoption states are either District Boards of Education or
District Textbook Selection Committees. &Again, the number of
states in which district-level units play an important role in
materials selection processes does not correspond to the number
of states in which these kinds of units are mentioned.

Considering local-level units and their role in the
selection process (Table 8), the number of local-level units
mentioned is approximately equal for adoption and nonadoption
states. However, the points of divergence between the patterns
of unit importance for adoption and nonadoption states, if
measured by the different roles of various units, are clearly
seen. In adoption states the role most frequently played by

local-level units is choosing from lists prepared by state-level
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units. In addition, adoption states often have local units
which play rolas in the purchasing and distribution of materials.
On the other hand, in nonadoption states local-level units play
the most important role in materials selection.

The statutes of three adoption states mention units
at the school level. The function of the school-level unit in
two of the three states is to make selections from the list

prepared by the state-~level unit.

Constraints on Materials Selection

In addition to consideration of specific units mentioned
as participants in the materials selection process by the state
statutes, the analysis of statutory provisions relevant to
materials selection also took cognizance of the constraints or
limitations imposed by state statutes on the selectior process.
Our analysis divided potential constraints into three categories:
time constraints, procedural constraints; and substantive con-
straints. Data reflecting provisions of the statutes of the
fifty states along these dimensions are shown in Tables 9 and 10.
Table 11 presents a summary of the types of constraints specified
by . state statutes for adoption and nonadoption states.

Among the adoption states, five do not specify & particu-
lar time period for adoptions. In contrast to nonadoption states,
adoption states tend to have longer time spans between adoptions,
the average being five years. Six adoption states also have

flexible time spans governing their adoptions, in which a span
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Types of Constraints on Materials Selection for Adoption and Ionadoption States

Type of Corstraint

Tire
None specified
Set ’

1 year

3 years

4 years

5 years

Procedural

On Publishers
Most Favored Nation Clause
Conflict of Interest Clause
Required to File with State Board
Licensing Requivement
Bond to be Posted
Negotiations Only with State-level Units
Y¥one specified

General
2doption Unit and Procedures Specified
Subject Adoptions Sequenced
Distribution System Specified
Special Rules for Cities or a Specific City
Open, Campetitive Bidding
Limits cn Local Procedures
Some Materials Prepared by State
None specified

Substantive

General
English as language of Instruction
Course of study prescribed, General
Course of study prescribed by qrade

Specific Prohibitirms
Sectarian, denominational, partisan
Subversive, seditious
Improper
Camunism
Evolution
Vivisection
Other
None specified

Specific Prescriptions
Bible Reading
Health Education
Driver Education
History, Govermment - naticnal
History, Govermment - state
History, Government - local
Minority Groups Contributions
Conservation
Hare Econcmics and Manual Training
Physical Education
Kindness to aAnimals
Dangers of aloohol, tobacco, and narcotics
Cthers
None specified
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Table 11

Adoption Nonadoption
5 15
0 1
0 4
4 3
6 3
3 1]
1 0
1 0
1 ]
2 0
1 0

24 26
18 8
13 9
4 5
0 2
n 6
7 0
2 13
14 8
9 6
11 6
6 5
4 0
0 - 3
3 1
1 9
6 9
11 10
6 5
9 12
16 11
1 0
1 1
1 0
2 0
0 3
1 0
6 12
3 1
7 16
6 1
20 21
19 17
3 2
1 1
5 4
4 1
8 14
5 8
18 21
3 3
1 4
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from "x" to "y" years for adoptions is specified. California
has the longest permissible time span; its adoption cvcle for
elementary school textbooks is four to eight years.

Procedural constraints on materials selection have been
divided into two categories: (1) procedural constraints on pub-
lishers and (2) general procedural constraints. Procaedural
constraints on publishers are illustrated by such requirements
as the following: that a conflict of interest clause be included
in the contract with the unit of the educational'system purchas-
ing textbooks, that publishers post bond, or that they negotiate
only with specific units. General procedural constraints include
rules for negotiation, special rules of procedure with reference
to cities or a specific city in a state, and requirements for
competitive bidding.

General substantive constraints on the contents of
materials which can be selected, as specified in the state
statutes, have been divided into three categories: (1) restric-
tions such as prescribing that English be the primary language
of instruction, (2) prescription of curriculum at the state
level, and (3) prescription not only of the course of study by
state statute but also the grade level and sequence of materials
to be taught. ©Other substantive constraints on materials selec-
tion, specified by state statute, which were used as dimensions
of the analysis include prohibitions on the substance of materials

taught and requirements for specific subjects to be taught.
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Table 11, a summary of kinds of constraints, shows that
all adoption states except two have some sort of procedural
constraint on publishers, whereas thirteen nonadoption state
statutes 3o not contain any specific procedural constraints
on publishers. This same pattern is reflected in the general
procedural constraints in adoption and nonadoption states; that
is, more adoption states' statutes list specific procedural
constraints than 45 nonadoption state statutes. The most fre-
quently occurring procedural constraint on publishers for
adoption states is that the "most favored nation" clause be
included in the contract. Eight nonadoption states also require
this. Two nonadoption states reguire that publishers be licensed,
whereas none of the adoption states have this requirement. As

~might be expected, none of the nonadoption state statutes
require that publishers negotiate only with state-level units,
whereas seven adoption state ctatutes make this mandatory.
Specification of procedures for selection is the most frequently
occurring general constraint for both classifications of states.

Twenty—-one state statutes have no provisions which fall
into the general substantive constraint categories. The same
number of states, ten of which are nonadoption states, also
prescribe some portion of the public school curriculum by
statute.

In terms of specific prohibitions on the substance of
materials which can be taught in the public schools, eighteen

states have no prohibitions. Twenty-seven states, on the other
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hand, prohibit the inclusion of sectarian, denominational, or
partisan materials in books used in the public schools. Two
states, Arkansas and Tennessee, have provisions in their state
statutes which prohibit the teaching of the theory of evolution.
Three states, Illinois, Massachusetts, and Pennsylvania, pro-
hibit vivisection in the public schools. The only state which
mentions specific political prohibitions is California, where
both subversive and seditious material, in general, and communist
doctrine, in particular, are prohibited by the state statute.

Five states' statutes have no substantive requirements
or prescriptions. With the exception of Alaska, all of these
are nonadoption states. Three adoption states, Kansas, New
Mexico, and Oregon, specify only one required subject, and one
state, Alabama, specifies two raquired subjects. States with
the largest number of specific reguirements, according to our
coding scheme, are Texas, Connecticut, Iowa, and Florida.

The specific substantive requirements most fregquently
listed in state statutes are national history and government,
state history and government, and the dangers of alcohol,
tobacco, and narcotics. Health education and kindness to animals
are listed as subject matter requirements in a number of states.
Driver education is required in only seven states. Two states,
Michigan and California, requirz that the contributions of
minority groups be taught in the public schools. A number of
states have unusual requirements which reflect particular

interests within their state. For example, both Wisconsin
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and Vermont require that dairying be taught as a specific subject
in the public schools.

As an additional refinement on the analysis of the state
statutes, data from preliminary categorizations were collapsed
for six dimensions of the analysis. In the case of the units
required to be involved in selection, the data were reclassified
for use as indicators of high or low centralization, administra-
tive complexity, and professionalization. For the dimension or
time constraints, the categories are "more" or "less" freguent
selection. For procedural constraints and substantive constraints,
the data from the preliminary analysis were recategorized into
"restrictive," "nonrestrictive," and "not specified" classifica-
tions.

The locus of the most significant unit in materials
selection was used as an indicator of the degree of ce raliza-
tion. The number of units at all levels, the kinds of units
involved, and their roles were used as measures of administrative
complexity. The composition\of the most significant wunits in the
materials selection process was used as the principal measure of
the degree to which the selection process was under tﬁe control
of educational professionals. Along these three dimensions the
data were classified as high, low, or not specified.

Table 12 presents the statute analysis data for each
state. Table 13 presents a summary of the six dimensions of

the analysis and shows the distribution for nonadoption and

adoption states. Comparisons of the distribution of states
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Table 13

Sumary of Six Dimensions of Statute Analysis for
Adoption and Nonadoption States

Adoption Nonadoption

Total States States
I. Centralization

High (1) 24 24 0

Low (2) 26 0 26
IT. Complexity

High (1) 20 16 4

Low (2) 30 8 22
IIIX. Professionalization

High (1) 12 9 3

Low (2) 27 13 14

Not Specified (3) 11 2 9
IV. Time Constraints

More Frequent Selection (1) 13 5 8

Less Frequent Selection (2) 17 14 3

Not Specified (3) 20 5 15

V. Procedural Constraints

Restrictive (1) 17 13 4

Nonrestrictive (2) 24 10 14

Not Specified (3) 9 1 8
VI. Substantive Constraints

Restrictive (1) 17 i0 7

Nonrestrictive (2) 29 14 15

Not Specified (3) 4 0 4
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for pairs of dimensions are presentéd in subsequent tables in
order to show possible relationships between the dimensions.

As will be noted in Table 12, the criteria for assignment
of states to the highly centralized or less centralized category
correspond exactly to the breakdown between adoption and non-
adoption states. On the dimension of administrative complexity,
states with more than four units, with more than two levels, and
with three or more kinds of units were regarded as complex. Four
nonadoption states received high ratings in this dimension:
Illinois, Iowa, New Jersey, and South Dakota.

On the dimension of professionalization, the criter.ia
were quite clear. States in which a majority of members of the
most important units in materials selection were required to be
educational professionals were obviously states with highly
professionalized selection processes. On the dimension of time
constraints, the full range of possibilities also has been
collapsed into two major categories. Those states which require
more frequent selection have been coded number one, and those
states which require less frequent selection are coded number
two. A third category is used for states which do not specify
particular time periods for selection.

Assignment to categories along the dimensions of proce-
dural and substantive constraints was somewhat more complex than
other dimensions. Weights were assigned to different types of
procedural and substantive constraints according to their

potential restrictiveness on material selection. Assignment
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to categories was based not only on the number of procedural
and substantive constraints which applied to the specific states
but also on the nature of the constraint.

Tables 14 through 25 show possible relationships among
pairs of various dimensions which have been described. From
the data in Table 14 there seems to be a very strong relation-
ship between centralization and administrative complexity as
indicated by the numbers in the upper left and lowexr right cells
of the table. For example, 16 of the states which rated
high on centralization also rated high on administrative complexity,
and 22 states which rated low on centralization also rated low on
administrative complexity as well. The relationship between
centralization and professionalization is less clear, although
14 states which rank low on centralization also rank low on pro-
fessionalization (Table 15). In nonadoption states this may be
attributed to the fact that these states statutes place greatest
power over selection in the hands of local school bocards which
tend to be composed c¢f lay member;.

If we compare centralization and time constraints, there
seems to be a relaticaship between highly centralized or adoption
states and less frequent selection, as hat been indicated pre-
viously {(Table 16). There also seems to be a relationship
between less centralized states and a lack of statutory specifi-
cation for selection periods. When centralization is compared
with procedural constraints, highly centralized states are
almost evenly divided in terms of having restrictive or

ERIC

IToxt Provided by ERI
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Table 14

Camparison of Centralization and Administrative Complexity

Administrative Complexity
i Tow

High
H
i 24
g 16 8 4
h
Centralization

L
o 4 22 26
w

20 30 50

Table 15

Comparison of Centralization and Professionalization

Professionalization
High Low

H

i

g 9 13 22
h.

Centralization

I

© 3 14 17
w

12 27 39




Table 16

Comparison of Centralization and Time Constraints

Time Constraints

Restrictive Nmrestrictive N.S .*

H
i
g 5 14 5 24
h
Centralization
' L
o 8 3 15 26
w
13 17 20 50
Table 17

Camarison of Centralizatior and Procedural Constroints

Procedural Constraints
Restrictive Nonrestrictiwe N.S.

H
1 13 10 1 24
g
h
Centralizaticn
L
o 4 14 8 26
w
17 24 9 50

O _ * N.S. = Not Specified
ERIC
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' Table 18

Caomparison of Centralization and Substantive Constraints

Substantive Constraints
Restrictive Norestrictive N.S.

H
i
24
g 10 14 0
h
Centralization
L
o
W 7 15 4 26
17 29 4 50
Table 19

Comparison of Administrative Complexity and Professionalization

Professionalization
High Low N.S.
H
1 4 14 2 20
g
h
Administrative
Camplexity
L
o 8 13 9 30
w

12 27 11 50




Camparisons of Administrative Conplexity and Procedural Constraints

Administrative

Conplexity

Comparisons of Administrative Complexity and Substantive Constraints

Admini strative

Canmplexity

Qg H-m

20t

vaQ o

ot

Table 20

Procedural Constraints

Restrictive Nonrestrictive N.S.
9 i0 1
8 14 8
17 24 9
Table 21

Substantive Constraints
Restrictive Nonredrictive N.S.

9 10 1
8 19 3
17 29 4

20

30

50

20

30

50

81



Comparison of Professionalization and Substantive Cbnstraints

Table 22

Substantive Constraints

Restrictive Nonrestrictive N,S,
H
i
g 4 8 0
h
L
Professionalization o 12 12 3
' w
N.
S. 1 9 1
17 29 4

12

27

11

50

82



Table 23

Comparison of Time Constraints and Procedural Constraintz

Procedural Constraints
Restrictive Nonrestrictive N.S.

D<HORR
[o))
LN
o
|—J
w

Time

Constraints 17

D<HANHECORBOS
0o
o)
o

0w =

17 24 9 50




Table 24

Comparison of Time Constraints and Substantive Constraints

Substantive Constraints

Restrictive Nonrestrictive N.S.
I3
e
£
r
3 2 10 1 13
£
1
v
e
3
Time 1
Constraints e
£ 13 4 0 17
7
e
[%)
1
v
e
N.
S 2 15 3 20

17 29 4 50




Table 25

Comparison of Procedural Constraints and Substantive Constraints

Substantive Constraints

Restrictive Nonrestrictive N.S.
R
e
£
r 9 8 0 17
£
1
v
e
N
o)
n
&
Procedural g
Constraints r 6 16 2 24
£
1
v
e
S. 2 5 2 9

17 29 4 50
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nonrestrictive patterns of procedural constraints; less centralized
states clearly seem to fall much more frequently into the non-
restrictive procedural constraint category (Table 17). Finally,

in comparing centralization with substantive constraints, the
pattern seems less clear for highly centralized states than for
less centralized states (Table 18).

When professionalization and administrative complexity
are compared, another pattern appears (Table 19). Only four
stafes which are high on administrative complexity also are high
on professionalization. Fourteen states which are high on
administrative complexity are low on professionalization. When
administrative complexity is compared with procedural constraints,
again it appears that there are no clear relationships between
high administrative complexity and either restrictive or non-
restrictive patterns of procedural constraints (Table 2C). On
the other hand, the pattern for states which are low on adminis-
trative complexity indicates that on the dimension of procedural
constraints they are, for the most part, in the less restrictive
category. Comparing substantive constraints and administrative
complexity, a similar pattern of relationships seems to emerge
(Table 21). Again, a greater number of states low on adminis-
trative complexity also seem to have less restrictive substantive
constraints, but there appears to be little difference between
the numbers of states in restrictive and nonrestrictive cate-

gories which also are high on administrative complexity.
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Another comparison can be made between professionalization
and substantive constraints (Table 22). Of those states considered
nonrestrictive, eight fall into the high professionalization cate-
gory. The 27 states which are coded "low" in professionalization,
with the exception of three states in which substantive constraints
are not specified, are equally divided between the restrictive
and nonrastrictive categories.

Between time constraints and procedural constraints there
seems to be no clear pattern of relationships (Table 23). How-
ever, when we compare time constraints to substantive constraints,
it may be said that those states which select their textbooks
less frequently also seem to have more restrictive substantive
constraints, and that those states with more frequently mandated
textbook selection have less restrictive substantive constraints
(Table 24). A final comparison can be made between procedural
constraints and substantive constraints (Table 25). One relation-
ship that is very clear is that, in general, states which have
been rated as having nonrestrictive procedural constraints also
have nonrestrictive substantive constraints.

The patterns which have been described include all fifty
states; However, the principal basis for differentiating between
states according to their statutes is the distinction between
adoption and nonadoption states. An examination of these dis-

tinctions provides a basis for a more detailed view of the

selection processes in the fifty states.




88

Adoption States

Although twenty-four of the fifty states are classified
as adoption states, their statutory requirements for textbook
selection are far from uniform. They are alike in that at
least one state-level agency participates to some degree in
the selection of textbooks. Hence, the number and range of
options available to local school districts are limited to
some extent in all of these states. However, the degree of
latitude given local districts in textbook selection varies
widely among adoption states.

Of those states requiring some measure of preliminary
screening and selection at the state level, about half are
Southern or "border" states. Two are in the Southwest, one in
the Midwest, and one in the North Central area, and seven in

the far West.?2

Historical, cultural, and geographical factors
may account, in large part, for this distribution. These factors,
plus other situational ané environmental variables peculiar to
each state, also may account for the specific provisions in

their statutes on textbook selection. While the gréuping of

all adoption states together can lead to misleading oversimpli-
fications, the consideration of each state's practices as unique
unnecessarily complicates description.

Our analysis of the statutes has sought possible sys-

tematic differentiation among "adoption" states. From this, it

2g5ee Figure 2, p. 89
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was found that the statutes of adoption states differ according

to the number and kinds of state—-level units required to participate
in textbook selection, and the relative rigidity of state-selection
constraints. This degree of rigidity is reflected in the length

of the prescribed adoption cycle, in the number of books per

grade and per subject selected by the state units from which
local:districts may choose, in the amcunt of freedom to choose
supplementary materials, and in the number and kinds of exceptions
in the statute which permit greater local flexibility. Character-
istics of the selection processes of the adoption states are pre-
sented in Table 26.

On the basis of these data, we established four classifi-
cations for adoption states: (1) rigid adoption, (2) moderately
restrictive adoption, (3) flexible adoption, and (4) partial
adoption. Table 27 shows the classification of adoption states
on a continuum according to the.r relative restrictiveness, and
Figure 2 shows their geographical distribution.

The states classified as "rigid" have neither a larger
number of units involved in the selection process, nor particularly
longer adoption cycles than other adoption states. Compared to
other types of adoption states, they do adopt fewer books from which
local units may choose, and they specify somthat more stringent
enforcement procedures and more comprehensive and detailed regu-
lations for the selection process. ILouisiana exempts Orlicans
Parish (the city of New Orleans) from its formal adoption

requirements. Virginia permits any district to withdraw from
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Table 27

Classification of Adoption States

North Carolina, South Carolina
Virginia

Texas

Louisiana

Moderately Restrictive Alabama

Flexible

Partial

Florida, Indiana
Mississippi
Tennessee
Oklahoma

West Virginia

Kentucky

Oregon

Georgia

Kansas

Utah, Nevada, Wyoming
Alaska

California, New Mexico
Arkanzas
Arizona

92
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the state education system if it desires. North Carolina,
reputedly the mnst restrictive state with respect to textbook
adoption, in a provision added in 1967, increased the number
of books selected by the state textbook commission from one

to two for each grade and subject and permitted the selection
of supplementary materials and library books from outside the
state list.

In general, states in the "moderately restrictive"
ca*egory have, according to the statutes, shorter adoption
cycles and a greater number of choices on their multiple-
adoption lists than rigid adoption states. 1In additicn, most
of these states provide for the selection of supplementary
materials from sources other than the state-prepared list.

It will be noted that states in the "flexible" category
are primarily Western states. In these cases, state adoption
may be considered as a convenience or as a service performed
by the state educational administration for widely dispersed
local schools. In states such as Alaska, Wyoming, and Utah,
where the educational systems consist of many small, geographi-
cally isolated schools, state-level screening and preliminary
selection may have many advantages. The statutes of states in
the flexible category permit a great degree of latitude for
the selection of supplementary printed matorials. In Alaska,
local districts may choose from the state-—adopted list or make
up their own lists. Other states have laws which give more

autonomy to cities and larger population units in the matter
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of selection. Another-important feature of the statutes of
states in the flexiblc category is that, with the exception of
Kentucky, they do not specify the number of books per grade
and per subject to appear on the adoption list. In practice,
this may mean that almost any textbook offered by a publisher
will be listed by the state. Flexible states not only have
shorter adoption cycles than states in other categories, but
also allow more freedom for addition of textbooks outside the
normal cycle as new materials become available.

Several states mandate state-level adoption of textbooks
for the elementary grades, but not for high schools. We have
designated these as "partial adoption" states. Generally, in
this category rigorous restrictions on selection procedures
exist for elementary textbooks. California's statutes, for
example, contain perhaps the most detailed specifications of any
state with regard to elementary textkooks, but thevy place vir-
tually no legal restrictions on high school textbook selection.
Arizona, on the other hand, mandates a cycle for adoptions
for both levels but leaves all selection of high school text-
books to local districts.

The classification scheme presented in Table 27 has
been combined in Table 28 with the categorization of adoption
states on the six dimensions of analysis. Tables 29 through
33 show the relationships between pairs of categuries for five
of the dimensions in Table 28, Centralization is not compared

to cother dimensions because all adoption states are defined as
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Table 29
Camparison of Administrative Camplexity for Types of Adoption States

Administrative Camplexity

High Low

R
e
%

1 8 4 12
£
¥
Tme of e
s:ioption R
State S
L

s % 8 4 12
i
v
e

16 8 24

Table 30

Comparison of Professionalization for Types of Adoption States

Professionalization

High Low N.S.
R
e
£
I 3 8 1 12
£
Type of )y
Adortion
State . R
¢ £
g T 6 5 1 12
£
iy
v
e




Tzble 31

Camparison of Time Constraints for Types of Adoption States

Time Constraints

More Less
Freguent Frequent N.S.
R
:
r 3 8 1 12
£
Tvpe of g
Adoption R
State e
L%
sI 2 6 4 12
5%
1
¥
e
5 14 5 24
Table 32

Comparison of Procedural Constraints for Types of Adoption States

Procedural Constraints
Restrictive Nonrestrictive N.S.

R
e
£
i 7 5 0 12
£
Type of
Adoption
State e
L %
g 1 6 5 1 12
5 £
1
v
e

i3 10 1 24




Table 33

28

Camparison of Substantive Constraints for Types of Adoption States

Type of
Adoption
State

nuneL
O<SPAOPRANGE  O<PARRRAN0N

Substantive Constraints

Restrictive Nonrestrictive

8 4
2 10
10 14

12

12

24
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highly centralized. For these tables adoption states from

our classification have been collapsed to two categories.

Those states in the rigid and moderately restrictive categories
have been labeled "restrictive," and those in the flexible and
partial adoption categories are labeled "less restrictive."

Tables 28 through 33 show that there are fairly clear
patterns for adoption states of both categories along the
dimensions which have been presented, and variations within
each category may be noted.

All adoption states have been assigned code numbers
reflecting high centralization. On the administrative complexity
dimension, adoption states that are restrictive and those that
are less restrictive have a preponderance of high ratings.
Indeed, as Table 29 shows, there is no difference in the
distribution of code numbers along the administrative complexity
dimensions for restrictive adoption states and for less restric-
tive states. 1In Table 30, which treats the professionalization
dimension, differences can be seen between restrictive adoption
states and less restrictive adoption states. Of the 12 restric-
tive adoption states, eight have low rankings on professionali-
zation. Of the 11 less restrictive adoption states, which
specify qualifications for members of the most significant
units in materials selection, six have been assigned high
professionalization ratings, and five low professionalization

ratings. On the time constraint dimension, eight of the

restrictive adoption states fall into the less frequent
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selection category and only one state does not specify time
periocs (Tabl= 31). A greater number of less restrictive
adoption states than restrictive adoption states do not have
specific time periods for adoption in their state statutes.

In the case of the procedural constraints there is
very little difference between the distribution of code numbers
among the adoption states which are restrictive or less restric-
tive. Restrictive adoption states are rated as restrictive on
the procedural constraint dimension in seven out of 12 instances,
whereas the less restrictive adoption states fall into the
restrictive procedural constraint category in six out of 12
instances (Table 32).

It is on the dimension of substantive constraints
that differences between the two types of adoption states are
most apparent. As Table 33 shows, in eight of 12 cases, restric-
tive adoption states have restrictive substantive constraints,
whereas ten of the 12 less restrictive adoption states have less
restrictive subs.antive constraints. It appears, therefore,
that with the exception of the dimensions of substantive
constraints, and to a lesser extent, professionalization, dif-
ferences between the two categories of adoption states are very
slight. However, in every instance where thexe are differences,
they are in the direction that one might expect; namely, states
considered to be less restrictive adoption states are also rel
tively less restrictive procedurally and substantively and their

selection processes are somewhat more highly professionalized.
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This finding seems to reinforce the internal validity of both

parts of the analysis.

Nonadoption States

As in the case of adoption states, it is misleading to
regard the selection processes of all nonadoption states as
essentially similar. Careful scrutiny of the statutes of non-
adoption states reveals patterns of differentiation among them.

Six nonadoption states require state-level listings of
titles and/or publishers (Table 34). Although there is no formal
requirement for state-level selection, it may be argued that the
requirement of listing, even though it may be interpreted as a
formality, imposes some constraints on the selection process.
This is especially true in four states in which listing is
combined with specified time limits on selection. The remaining
nonadoption states do not have listing requirements, but seven
of them have legally s<t time periods for adoption and five
specify the selection procedurcs to be followed in considerable
detail.

Since there are some differences within each category
in our.classification, where it is appropriate the states are
arranged along a continuum to reflect the degree of rigidity in
their statutory provisions. The "laissez-faire" category
includes those states which have little reference to textbook
selection procedures in their state statutes. As has been

pointed out, this does not imply that "laissez-faire" states




Table 34

Classification of Nonadoption States

Filing or Listing Requirements
and Time Periods Specified

Filing or Listing Requirements

Time Periods for Selection
Specified

Other Procedural Detail

Laissez~-faire

Ohio

Illinois
Delaware
Michigan

North Dakota
Rhode Island

Iowa, New York
Maine, Maryland, Montana, Washington
South Dakota

New Jersey
Minnesota, Missouri
Wisconsin
Pennsylvania

Idaho, Massachusetts

Colorado, Connecticut

Nebraska, Vermont, New Hampshire,
Hawaii

102
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may not have complex administrative regulations and firmly
entrenched traditional procedures governing the selection of
materials. It means rather that there are minimal state-level
legal reguirements on selection procedures which could act as
constraints upon the selection of textbcoks or other materials.

However, there are differences among the nonadoption
states. Although the patterns are not as discrepant as those
¢t the extremes of the adoption state classification scheme
{the Carolinas and Alaska), considerable differences do exist
between the selection practices specified in the Chio and
Vermont statutes which represent the extremes among the
nonadoption states categories. The regional distribution
of different patterns of statutory requirements is shown
in Figure 3.3

Nonadoption states, classified in Table 34, have been
categorized along the six dimensions of analysis in Table 35.
The greater frequency of code numbers indicating lower or 1lrss
restrictive categories in this table as compared with the code
numbers for adoption states is readily apparent. On the cen-
tralization dimension, adoption and nonadoption states are
differentiated by code numbers. All adoption states are coded
2 and al. nonadoption states are coded 1. There are no dif-
ferences for subcategories within each major type of state in

these coded tables.

3See Figure 3, p. 104.
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The less restirictive nonadoption states in these tables
are those which are either in the laissez-faire category or in
the category which specifies procedural detail. States with
filing or listing requirements or specified time periods for
selection (or both) are considered restrictive nonadoption
states. Tables 36 through 40 present the distribution of code
numbers on the five dimensions other than centralization for
the collapsed categories of nonadoption states.

On the admirnistrative complexity dimension, nonadoption
states which have been classified as restrictive and less restric-
tive have a higih proportion of ratings in the low administrative
complexity category (fable 36). There is very little difference
between restrictive nonadoption states and less restrictive
nonadoption states on the dimension of professionalization.

Both categories of nonadoption states have a majority in the
low professionalization category (Table 37).

The dimension of time constrain . is one which seems
to differentiate restrictive from less restrictive nonadoption
states. As may be seen in Table 38, 11 of the 13 restric-
tive nonadoption states specify time periods for selection,
though eight of these are in the category of more frequent
selection. On the other hand, none of the states in the less
restrictive nonadoption category specify time constraints on
macerials selection in their statutes. In the case cf procedural
constraints, as might be expected, very feow of the nonadoption

states of either categor: have restrictive procedural constraints.
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Table 36

Comparison of Administrative Caomplexity for Types of Nonadoption States

Administrative Complexity

High Low

R
e
4

i 3 10 13
£
Type of ¥
Nonadoption €
State R
L&

£z 1 12 13
5 €
1
v
e

4 22 26

Table 37

Camparison of Professionalization i{or Types of Nonadoption States

. Professionalization
Yigh Low N.S.

R
e
g

% 3 7 3 13
Types of ¥
Nonadoption €
States B
L%

€1 0 | 7 6 13
5 ¢
1
v
e

14 9 26

W




Camparison of Time Constraints for Types of Nonadoption States

Type of
Nonadoption
State

100 mm}

Time Constraints

Table 38

13

13

More Less
Frequent Frequent N.S.

%
r 8 3 2
1
£
1
v
e
R
e
?‘ 0] 0 13
1
£
1
¥
e

8 3 15

Table 39

26
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Cuomparison of Procedural Constraints for Types of Nonadoption States

Type of
Nonadoption
State

wuno
n<PdORRcID D4R dORR MK

Procedural Constraints

Restrictive Nonrestrictive N.S.
3 10 0
1 4 8
4 14 8

13

13

26
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Table 40

Comparison of Substantive Constraints for Types of Nonadoption States

Substantive Constraints
Restrictive Nonrestrictive N.S.

R
e
§ 5 7 1 13
£
Type of S
Nonadloption €
State a
Lg
e
g1 2 8 3 13
£
1
v
e
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Ten of the 13 restrictive nonadoption states have non-
restrictive procedural constraints, whereas eight of the 13

less restrictive nonadoption states do not specify procedural
constraints at all (Table 39). On the dimensions of substantive
constraints, differences are apparent between restrictive an?
less restrictive nonadoption states. Thece differences are
slight, and both categories of nonadoption states have majorities
in the nonresirictive substantive constraint categories, but more
of the restrictive nonadoption states also have restrictive
substantive constraints. A greater number of less restrictive
nonadoption states than restrictive nonadoption states do not
specify any substantive constraints which may affect materials

selection (Table 40).

Summarz

Data from the statute analysis have been presented in
considerable detail. From such a detailed presentation we have
been arle to discern patterns of statutory provisions concerned
with materials selection as well as points of differentiation
among the fifty states. Six dimensions have been discussed in
the analysis. Three of these dimensions relate to the kinds
of units which are required by law to participate in materials
selection in the wvarious states and the relationships among
these dimensions. Three other dimensions pertain to types of
constraints in the statutes which may affect the timing of

selection, the procedures to be followed in materials selection,
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and constraints on the subject matter or substance of materials.

In addition, a detailed examination of adoption states
and nonadoption states shows that, while there are very real
differences within both adoption and nonadopticn categories
which any analysis of materials selection statutes cannot ignore,
the most significant point of formal differentiation remains
that between adoption and nonadopticn states.

The caveat mentioned at the outset, that the statutes
discussed pertain only to textbooks, should be restated at this
point. The analysis of the statutes and the potential signifi-
cance of patterns of selection as well as potential constraints
on selection must be viewed in this context. It must also be
remembered that statutes are simply words on paper which must
be interpreted and implemented. The ways in which, and the
persons by whom, statutes are interpreted and implemented are
factors that have not yet been considered and that greatly affect
what statutory constraints on selection actually mean in practice.
Regardless of whatever state provisions on centralized textbook
selection are contained in the statutes, of the degree of
complexity in administrative procedures, of the degree to which
educational professiorials are involved in controlling materials
selection, of the frequency of the selection of materials, of the
procedures which both publishers and other units in selection
must follow, and of the legal requirements for inclusion or
exclusion of specific subject matter, these statutory provisions

are very much affected by continuous interpretation and reinter-
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pretation in large numbers of local units by an even larger
number of individuals.

Thus, an analysis of formal legal requirements of state
statutes governing the selection of materials presents only a
partial picture and may give us very little understanding of
how the materials selection process actually works in the fifty

states.
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THE TEN-STATE SURVEY




CHAPTER III

THE TEN-STATE SURVEY

The ten-state survey was designed to provide a description

of the patterns of matcerials selection based on data from persons

at various levels in school systems who are participants in the

process. Data from the survey are presented in four sections:

(1) characteristics of the sample, (2) the selection process,

(3) views about materials, and (4) information about materials.

Characteristics of the Sample

The tntal number of respondents in the ten-state survey

was 401. The ten states were represented in the following pro-

portions: Connecticut with 42 respondents or 10.5 percent of

the total sample, Wisconsin with 36 or 9 percent, California

with 58 or 14.5 percent, Montana with 50 or 12.5 percent, Ohio

with 35 or 8.7 percent, Georgia with 30 or 7.5 percent,

Texas

with 36 or 9 percent, Florida with 49 or 12.2 percent, Indiana

with 30 or 7.5 percent, and North Carolina with 35 or 8

.7 percent.

Adoption states with multiple-listing procedures made up

44 .9 percent of the sample, and nonadoption states made
percent. California, a partial adoption state, was the
in the sample with "mixed" selection policies {adoption
elementary level ard a nonadoption pattern for the high

level) .

115

up 40.6
only state
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Table 41 summarizes the breakdown of the sample by
roles in the educational process and by state. Table 42 pre-
sents the characteristics of the survey sample by state along
several other dimensions: (1) the population of the unit with
which respondents were identified, (2) the schoo) system enroll-
ment of respondents' identifying units, (3) the length of *ime
each respondent had been in his present position, and (4) the
age a2nd sex of respondents.l

In addition to the classification in Table 42, categoriza-
tion of units in each state was based on the descriptions of
dominant socioeconomic characteristics provided by Project
Associates for each unit. According to these descriptions,
29.9 percent of the total sample represented complex urban
communities with a heterogeneous social structure and economic
base, 29.5 percent represented middle-class (in terms of both
income and class) communities, 18.5 percent represented upper-

class communities, and 11.5 percent represented lower-class

(including poverty-level) communities.

lsince the educational roles in the survey included
many administrators and school board members, and since these
roles tend to be dominated by older males, the percentages of
middle-~aged and male respondents in the sample is high.
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The Selection Process

This portion of the survey analysis reflects the major
concern of our sﬁudy. Questions were included in the interview
guide to ascertain the views of the respondents on various
dimensions of the selection process. These dimensions included:
(1) the persons and groups most influential in the general
selection of materials for specific types of materials; (2) the
involvement of the respondents themselves; (3) the characteris-
tics of the selection process; (4) the criteria for materials
selection; (5) the constraints on materials selection; (6) the
major strengths and weaknesses in the materials selection
process. Much of our data are presented in tabular form, and,
unless otherwise indicated, figures in the tables are percentages.
If columns of percentages do not total to 100 percent, either
the percentages of "no responses" to a question or all alterna-
tive responses have not been included. Multiple listings by
respondents account for percentages over 100 percent in some

tables.

Influence Rankings in the Materials Selection Process

Respondents were asked to rank order various individuals
and units within the selection system according to their relative
influence on final decisions. The terms, "Rated #1, Rated %2,
and Rated #3," reflect the_respondents' opinions of individuals
or units ranked first, second, and third in importance. In this

section we are concerned only with the influence of individvals
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and groups in selection generally. Table 43 summarizes the
ratings made by the total sample.

The data show that individual teachers ranked higher
than any other group as most influential in the selection pro-
cess. School or department selection committees and state
selection committees were ranked second and third, respectively,
in the "most influential” ratings.

In the category "second most influential" in materials
selection, school or department selection committees were rated
first, school principals second, and department chairmen and
individual teachers share third place. School principals
received the highest number of mentions as "third most infiuen-
tial," and individual teachers and school department selection
committees were second and third, respectively. The respondents'
perceptions of individual teachers as the major and most important
influence in the selection of educational products are clearly
substantiated by these rankings. School principals and school
or department selection commit*ees are also seen as influential,
although not to the same extent as individual teachers.

The data presented in Table 43 can be viewed in another
way. An overall view of the three most important and influential
units in the selection process may be obtained by rank ordering
the total percentages for all three categories. This reveals
that individual teachers had the highest percentage, school or
department selection committees the second highest percentage,

and school principals the third. Relatively minor importance




Table 43

Summary of Influence Rankings of Educational Roles in

Materials Selection, for Total Sample

State Administrator

County Camissioner or
Superintendent

City or Town Superintendent

District Superintendent

School Principal

State Selection Committee

County Selection Committee

City or Town Selection Committee

District Selection Committee

School/Department Selection
Committee

State Board of Education Members
" or Nonprofessionals
County Board of Education Members
or Nonprofessionals
City or Town Board of Education
Members or Nonprofessionals

State Curriculum/Materials
Specialists

District Curriculum/Materials
Specialists

School Curriculum/Materials
Specialists

Department Chairman
Individual Teacher

Rated #1 Rated #2 Rated #3
2.2 2.5 4.2
2.2 2.7 1.7
2.7 3.5 3.5
6.7 2.5 5.0
9.7 17.2 18.2

11.0 3.5 4.2
2.5 4,2 1.2
3.0 2.7 1.2
6.0 6.2 1.7

18.5 19.2 12.4
5.9 5.0 7.9

.5 .5 2.0
1.2 2.7 5.7

.2 .5 2.5
7.2 7.7 5.7
9.0 8.2 10.0
9.5 14.5 11.5
29.9 14.2 13.7

11¢
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was attributed to state administrators, boards of education
members or other nenprofessionals in the influence ratings of
respondents in the survey.

Table 44 shows the rankings of selection units made by
the ten states. In the category "Rated #1," individual teacherxs
received the highest percentage in all states in the survey
except two, Indiana and North Carolina. These two states which
have relatively centralized selection patterns ranked school or
department selection committees and state-level selection com-
mittee highest, respectively. 1In Connecticut, Wisconsin, and
Ohio, school or department selection committees received the
second highest percentage. 1In California the district selection
committee was second, in Georgia the state board of education
and the state selection committee were second, and in Florida
the state selection committee was second. Respondents in both
Montana and Texas placed several units in second place, and
Indiana's department chairmen and North Carolina's individual
teachers received the second highest percentage in the category
"Rated #1.7

In the category "Rated #2," respondents ranked depart-
ment chairmen most influential in the states of Connecticut,
Wisconsin, and California. Montana and Georgia respondents
mentioned school principals most frequently. Texas respondents
rated school principals and district curriculum/materials
specialists as first, and Flcrida rgspondents rated school

principals and school/department selection committees as first.
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Ohio and Indiana listed school/department selection committees
as first, and North Caroiina respondents gave most mentions to
county selection committees.

In the category "Rated #3," school principals ranked
highest in Wisconsin, California, Montana, and Ohio. In Texas
and Florida teachers ranked highest and in Connecticut individual
teachers and school curriculum/materials spécialists were highest
in this category. Georgia's and North Carolina's school/depart-
ment selection committee received the most mentions in this
category, and in Indiana state administrators receiyed the
highest percentage. Indiana, North Carolina, Georgia, and
Florida appear to deviate most from the total sample pattern
presented in Table 43.

When responses to the survey instruments were analyzed,
the total sample results were "broken down" not only according
to state but also according to the respondent's educational
role and geopolitical level (Tables 41 and 43). Eighteen roles
were defined along these dimensions. In Table 45 the roles of
respondents have been collapsed into six general categories.
According to this grouping, the classification "local adminis-
trator" includes not only superintendents at the county and
district levels but also school principals. Similarly, depart-
ment chairmen are subsumed under the category labeled "teachers."

Table 45 shows the ratings of these categories of respon-
dents reflecting the relative influence of various individuals

and groups in materials selection. Teachers, unlike other groups,
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tended to rate themselves first. 8State administrators, local
administrators, board of education members, and curriculum/
materials specialists perceived themselves as naving relatively
little influence. Members of selection committees attributed
only a moderate degree of influence in materials selection to
the units of which they were members. Local administrators and
selectic.l committee members viewed teachers as most influential,
whereas state administrators and curriculum/materialists ranked
selection committees first. Board of education members, on the
other hand, cited local administrators as most influential.

In addition to the classification of the total sample
according o state and rocle, szveral other dimensions were con-
sidered relevant to materials selection patterns. These dimen-
sions, which are labeled as selected sample characteristics in
the tables in which they appear, include: state textbook
selection procedure (adoption, nonadoption, or partial adoption),
location of type of unit with which respondents are identified,
school system enrollment, position of respondent, the length of
time he had held his present position, respondents' age, and
respondents' sex.

Table 46 presents the influence rankings by three of the
selected sample characteristics., Although respcndents from three
" categories of state selection procedure cited teachers as most
influential in the "Rated #1" category, it may be noted that,
in adoption states, selection committees were given the second

highest percentage and that the difference between the first
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and second place units is not great. The same patterns of
ratings hold true for partial adoption states, but the percen-
tages are slightly more disparate. Nonadoption states gave local
administrators the second highest percentage for "Rated #1."

For the Rated #2" category, partial and nonadoption
states listed teachers first, and adoption states listed local
administrators and selection committees first.

When the sample is grouped by size, those from very
large school systems (enrxollments of 100,000 or more) tended
to see selection committees as most influential in the "Rated #1"
categcry, whereas respondents from large systems (enrollments of
10,000 to 100,000) and medium systems (=2nrollments of 500 to
10,000) listed teachers in first place. The very large and
large systems showed similar overall rating patterns. Another
pattern characterizes the medium-sized systems. Respondents
from this group rated local administrators second highest in
the "Rated #1" category.

Respondents from urban school systems saw boards of
education members or nonprofessionals as most influential in
the "Rated #1" category, and suburbs and small town/rural areas
listed teachers in this category. This deviation from the total
sample and from all other breakdowns may indicate that the
dimension of "type of unit" has implications for materials
selection patterns. In the "Rated #2" category, although
respondents from all three kinds of units cited teachers first,
urban systems deviated by giving the second highest ranking to

selection committees.
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The influence rankings of individuals and groups which
have been described thus far pertain to educational materials
in general. Respondents were also asked to rate individuals
and groups according to their relative influence in the
selection of specific types of materials. The most striking
findirg from these responses was that, with the exception of
the textbook--nonbook Jdichotomy, respondents in the sample per-
ceived little difference in patterns of influence for various
types of materials.

In the case of textbooks, 47.1 percent of the total
sample saw no difference in the patterns of influence for indi-
viduals and groups from that which they had indicated for
materials in general; 33.2 percent saw some difference and
indicated that state-level units had a greater influence in
the selection of textbooks. Respondents from California, Georgia,
and Texas perceived slight differences in patterns of influence
for the selection of textbooks from those which they had indi-
cated for materials in general. About one-fourth of these
respondents felt that state-level units of the education system
had more influence in the selection of textbooks. In Florida,
North Carolina, and Indiana the majority of the respondents
believed that state-level selections (listings, or adoptions)
or higher levels of the educational systems had more influence
in textbook selections. The Ohio results are more difficult to
interpret since many respondents did not answer this question.

Of those who did, over one-fourth saw no difference, and nearly
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one—-iourth felt that higher levels of the education system had
more influence. Wisconsin, Montana, and Ccanecticut respondents
were 1in general agreement that the pattern of "influence ratings"
which they had described for materials in general was applicable
to textbooks.

For AV eguipment and materials, library materials,
supplementary printed materials, manipulative devices and educa-
tional toys, and multi-media units and instructional systems
(nontextbook material), well over one-half of the total sample
perceived no difference in influence ratings firom the ratings
‘bf materials in general. Deviations from this pattern included
the following: (1)} the second most frequently mentioned response
for AV equipment, listed by over 25 percent, was that local
administrators (principals and superintendents) and materials
specialists had more influence in selection; and (2) in general,
the second most frequent response for AV materials, library
materials, supplementary printed materials, and manipulative
devices and educational toys was that teachers and "lower levels
of the system" had a greater degree of influence in the selection
of these types of materials.

Anulysis of responses from specific states showed that
a supbstantial majority of respondents in six states, Texas,
Wisconsin, Georgia, California, Connecticut, and North Carolina,
perceived no difference in influence ratings for different
types of products in the nonbook categories. Montana differed

from this pattern with respect to the selection of library books.
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Although the majority of respondents in Montana indicated no
difference in influence rankings, one-fifth of the sample in
that state felt that curriculum and materials specialists had
mocre influence in the selecticn of likrary books.

For the selection of AV equipment, Ohio's respondents
were eqgually divided between those who saw "no difference” in
influence ratings and those who stated that local administrators
had more ianfluence. Respondents in Indiana and Florida were
divided in their views on influence ratings for the selection
of AV equipment. Approximately oue-half of the respondents in
these two states felt that there was no difference from their
ratings for materials in general, and one-half felt that lower
levels of the system had more influence. This response pattern
held true for all the other products ranked by the Florida
sample. The Indiana sample revealed the same pattern with
regard to AV materials. In the selection of library books,
and manipulative devices and educational toys, Indiana respon-
dents were equally divided between those who expressed "no
difference" and those who believed that teachers had more

influence.

Involvement of the Respondents in the Materials Selection Process

Several questions in the interview guide allowed us to
compare the respoundents' views of their own roles in the selection
process with their views of the roles of other persons and groups

involved in materials selection.
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Table 47 gives a summary of the principal ways in which
respondents are involved in the selection process. In the
total sample two types of involvement, "as members of a committee
selecting material" and "as specialists/administrators making
official recommendations," ranked equally, with 26.4 percent
in each category. In the remainder of the total sample, 19.5
percent said that they participated "as members of a committee to
recommend materials," and 11.7 percent indicated that they were
not involved in the selection of materials or were involved only
for insignificant items. Other responses which do not appear
in Tabile 47 indicate that 14 percent were "involved in budget
decisions affecting selection,™ 7.7 percent participated as
"individuals making unofficial recommendations," and 6.7 percent
were "involved as individuals selecting for the school or for
system-wide use."

Table 47 also presents respondents' perceptions of
their involvement in materials selection in the ten-state sample.
The two types of involvement in the selection process mentioned
most and with equal frequency by the total sample were: (1)
membership on a committee to select materials and (2) official
recommendations as a specialist/admianistrator. This pattern
also held true in two states, California and Ohio. Respondents
in Connecticut, Montana, Georgia, and North Carolina cited_
involvement in the form of "official recommendations as specialists
or administrators" more frequently than any other type. In con-

trast, the respondents from Texas, Florida, Indiana, and Wisconsin
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perceived themselves as involved as "members of committees

to select materials." Connecticut had the greatest percentage
of respondents indicating "no involvement" or "involvement

for insignificant items only."

Examining the pattern of responses frem adoption states,
we find that approximately one-half of the respondents in both
California and Texas (in contrast to roughly one-quarter of the
total sample) indicated that participation through membership
on a selection committee was the most common mode of involvement
in the selection process for them. The second lowest percentage
cf the respondents (8.6 percent) who cited this manner of par-
ticipation was in North Carolina, and the lowest percentage
(3.3 percent) was in Georgia.

Respondents were also asked to describe their involve-
ment in the selection process for specific types of materials.
The two most frequently mentioned ways of participation in the
selection of textbooks by the total sample were (1) as a member
of a committee to select materials and (2) making an official
recommendation as a specialist or administrator (Table 48).

The pattern of responses for the states of Connecticut,
California, and Ohio is similar to that of the total sample.
Wisconsin respondents also mentioned membership on a selection
committee as a mode of participation most frequently, but
their second most frequently mentioned type'of involvement was
as individuals making selections for classroom use. Respondents

in Texas and Florida also mention seiection committee membership
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most frequently, but membership in committees to recommend

materials was listed second. The states deviating most from

the total sample's response pattern were Montana,*Georgia,

Indiana, and North Carolina. In Montana the most common type

of involvement was as an individual making an independen£

selection, and in Georgia, Indiana, and North Carolina the type

of involvement of "making official recommendations as specialists

or administrators" occurred most frequently. It should be noted

that the mode of participation which was ranked first for each

state does not necessarily mean that a majority of that state's

sample referred to it, but that it received the greatest per-

centage of responses from the respondents in that state. In

some cases the highest ranking type of participation received

only 10-15 percent of the responses from the total state sample.
With regard to other products, if we examine the data

in Table 48 horizontally, it is clear that the total sample

was fairly consistent in its views across all materials. A

deviation from this pattern is Wisconsin in which involvement

for prodvcts other than textbooks was viewed primarily as taking

the forxrm of individual selection. Texas also differs from the

general pattern in listing membership on committees to select

materials as the most common form of involvement for all products.

This pattern was true of Florida as well. In Ohio and, to a cer-

tain extent in Wisconsin and Georgia, there seemed to be less

involvement on the part of the sample in the selection of

several kinds of products. In general, it appears that the

most common type of involvement in the materials selection

ERIC
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process for all products other than textbooks was that of making
official recommendations as specialists or administrators.

The respondents' listings of the ways in which
they are involved in selection were grouped according
to "much" or "little" involvement. Answers such as "member of
committee to select materials," or "makes official recommendation
as specialist or administrator" were coded as indicating "much"
involvement; answers such as "member of committee to recommend
materials," or "makes unofficial recommendation" were coded as
indicating "less" involvement. These two <ategories reflecting
different levels of involvement were grouped according to state
and according to selected sample characteristics.

Respondents in Connecticut, California, Georgia, and
North Carolina were almost equally divided in their perceptions
of the degree of involvement they had in the selection process,.
Approximately one-half of the respondents in each of these
states believed they were greatly involvzad. In Wisconsin,
Montana, Texas, and Indiana, a larger percentage of respondents
thought they were significantly involved; in OChio and Florida
a larger perceantage perceived themselves to be less involved.

Respondents in medium-sized school systems saw themselves
as more highly involved in the selection process than respondents
from large or very large systems. In the medium-sized systems,
approximately 12 percent more of the sample than in large or
very large school systems gave answers reflecting "much" xrather

than "little" involvement. 1In the other two categories, the
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difference in percentages between "much" and "little" involve-
ment was less than 8 percent.

The six categories of respondents, defined according to
role in the educational enterprise, had varying views of the
degree of their involvement in the selection process. When
ranked according to perceived degree of involvement from most
to least, the order is: (1) curriculum/material specialists,

(2) teachers, (3) local administrators, (4) selection committee
members, (5) state administrators, and :6) board of education
members or nonprofessionals.

These data also showed that respondents who had been in
their positions from three to ten years were more involved in
materials selection than those who had been in their positions
either less than three years or over ten years. In the 3-10 year
category, 15 percent more respondents than in the other two cate
gories indicated a high degree of involvement. Respondents with
shorter and longer tenure were about evenly divided in their
responses.

Respondents under 31 years and between 31-50 years of age
reported more involvemenrnt in selection than those over 50 years
old. Approximately 15 percent more of the respondents under 31
years than respondents in the other two age categories indicated
"much" involvement. On the other hand, 6 percent more of the
respondents in the over 50 years old category than in the "under
31" or "between 31-50" year categories gave answers reflecting

"little" involvement.
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No important differences were found in levels of involve-
ment along the dimensions of respondent's sex, type of identifying
unit (urban, suburban, small town or rural}, or state textbook
selection procedures.

A second way of examining the role of respondents in
materials selection was to elicit their opinions of how
impcrtant they felt their views were in final selection deci-
sions, whether or not they perceived themselves to be very

much or very slightly involved in the process.

Table 49 presents the responses of the total sample
grouped according to states. Nearly one~half of the total
sample felt their opinions were "very important" in final
selection decisions. This pattern holds for Connecticut,
Florida, and North Carolina and, to a lesser extent for Texas
and Indiana. Wisconsin, California, and Montana respondents
felt "very important" in greater proportion than respondents
in other states. Ohio and Georgia respondents appeared to feel
their views were less important in selection decisions.

Table 50 shows respondents' views of their importance
in selection grouped according to selected sample characteristics.
It appears that school personnel in smaller school systems in our
sample felt more important than personnel from larger school
systems. Classified by types of educational role, selection
committee members perceived themselves to be most important.
Teachers ranked second in believing that their views wers

important in materials selection, and board of education members




Table 49
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Respondent's View of His Importance in Selection Process,
for Total Sample and by State

Total Sample

Connecticut

Wisconsin

Califor: ia

Montana

Ohio

Georgia

Texas

Florida

Indiana

Noxrth Carolina

Very
Important

49.4

47.6

63.9

60.3

60.0

34.3

30.0

41.7

53.1

40.0

45,7

Samewhat Not at all
Tmportant Tmportant
42,2 6.0
40.5 7.1
27.8 2.8
29.3 10.3
34.0 4.0
54.3 8.6
63.3 6.7
55.5 -
36.7 6.1
53.3 3.3
45.7 8.6
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and state administrators perceived themselves as ieast important
in final decisions on materials. It may be noted that the ten-
dency of state admihistrators and board of education members
in the sample to view themselves as less important corresponds
to the low influence rankings they received from others.

Respondents from the partial adoption state felt more impor-
tant in the selection process than did respondents from states with
either nonadoption or adoption policies. In the latter case,
adoption state respondents appeared to feel the least important
of all in materials selection. Data classified according to
type of locaticn seem to indicate very little differentiation
as far as importance in selection is concerned. However, it
does seem that school personnel from suburban and small town
and rural communities felt slightly more important than per-
sonnel of large urban school systems. It also seems that the
younger respondents felt they were important to a greater extent
than older respondents.

When the question of importance in selection decisions
was applied to specific products rather than to materials in
general, very few differences in response patterns appeared.
More than 60 percent of the total sample indicated no difference
between the perc=2ptions they held of their importance for materials
in general {(Table 50) and specific materials such as textbooks,
AV equipment, AV materials, library materials, supplementary
printed materials, manipulative devices and educational toys,

an¢ multi-media units and instructional systems. Deviations
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from this consensus were indicated by fewer than 10 percent of
the total sample for each type of product. L

Table 51 provides a breakdown of the respondents'.viéWS
of their importance in the selection of two types of products,
textbooks and AV equipment. These were the two products for
which the largest numbers of respondents indicatea there was
some difference in the degree of their importance.

The responses to the survey also provide a comparison
of the views of importance with the level of involvement. Break-
downs along these dimensions are presented in Table 52, A rela-
tionship between the two dimensions seems to be fairly well sub-
stantiated. Those respondents who are more involved in selection
processes felt that their views were more important in selection
decisions. Conversely, those with little involvement tended to
feel less important. There seems to be little difference
between the percentages of those who are "much" iuvolved and
feel scmewhat important and theose who are "little" involved and
feel somewhat important. However, as might be expected, while
very few highly ;nvolved people felt that their views were
not important, 12.4 percent of those who were slightly involved

felt that their views are very important in selection decisions.

Characteristics of the Selection Process

In order to obtain an accurate and complete picture of
the characteristics of the materials selection process, respon-—

dents were asked to describe the process within their units.
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Their responses reflect a wide range and include such aspects
of the decision process as the ways in which products are
introduced, the number, kinds, and levels of units involved
in making decisions, and the steps or stages in the process.

Table 53 shows the respondents' views of the kinds of
units which they believe are significant in the selection pro-
cess. The most frequently occurring response for the total
sample is that materials are selected as the result of a choice
made by a grovp composed of teachers and administrators. This
pattern follows for all of the states with the exception of
Wisconsin and California.

In Wisconsin the most freguently occurring response was
"individual choice by teachers," with "group choice by teachers"
as the second highest. 1In California "group choice by teachers”
received the highest percentage, with "group choice by teachers
and administrators" as second. In California, Georgia, and
North Carolina the units receiving the second highest ratings
are quite close to units rated highest in those states, and, in
addition, both units represent a significant proportion of the
total sample in those states. 1In Georgia the response receiving
the second highest percentage was "individual choice by curricu-

lum specialists,”

and in North Carolina "group choice by adminis-
trators" received the second highest percentage. The limited
importance attributed to board of education members and non-

professionals in materials selection is also substantiated by

these data.
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From the data in Table 54, it appears that relatiwvely
few rzspondents in the total sample were exposed to demonstra-
tions or previews, samples of materials, or comparative studies
of products prior to the selection decision. Exceptions to this,
however, occurred in Wiséonsin and Georgia. In Connecticut,
nearly one-fifth of the sample mentioned demonstrations or pre-
views and an equal percentage indicated the availability of
samples. In Wisconsin, nearly one-gquarter of the respondents
said that they had samples of materials for review before and
during the selection process. In Georgia 30 percent of the
respondents, compared to 11l.7 percent in the total sample,
indicated that they.received demonstrations or previews of
proiucts prior to selection.

In the total sample 40.4 percent described the selection
process as involving three or more distinct steps, whereas 16
percent described it as a two-step process. Respondents in
Connecticut, California, Montana, Texas, Florida, India a and,
to a lesser degree, in Ohio tended to dascribe the selecticn
process in their states 7. composed of three or more steps.
Wisconsin, Georgia, ana North Carolina respondents tended to
describe materials selection as a two-step process. Fifteen
percent of the total sample described selection as a multi-
level process, i.e., one which includes units from two or more
geopolitical levels. Over 40 percent of respondents in Ohio
and North Carolina described the selection process of their

units as multi-level. Although 16.2 percent of the total
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sample described materials selection as being multi-unit (i.e.,
two or more units involved at any level), Connecticut, Georgia,
Florida, and North Carolina showed percentages considerably
greater than the rest of the states on this dimension of
selection.

Few respondents mentioned the manner in which they were
introduced to products. The major exception was Georgia. Over
25 percent of the respondents in this state listed presentations
by salesmen or consultants as the method of introduction.

Table 55 shows the unit of choice in the selection pro-
cess by selected sample characteristics. On the whole there
appears to be little difference in the way in which respondents
from adoption and nonadoption states describe selection process
characteristics. The partial adoption state is an exception
in several categories. Fifty-eight percent of the respondents
in California described selection as a multi-stage process with
three or more steps. Another difference, which might well be
expected, is that a greater percentage of respondents in
"adoption" states describe selection in terms of a multi-level
process.

Some differences in views of the selection process seem
to exist among respondents from the urban, suburban, small town/rural
areas. Respondents from urban communities and small towns and
rural communities, more frequently than those from suburbs,
described the selection process as having three or more steps.

Responses from the three types c¢f units are consistent in
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describing the selection process as characterized by a group
choice of teachers and administrators.

One of the more interesting findings in Table 55 is
the relatively high percentage of local administrators who
described materials selection as a multi-stage or even more

complex process.

Amount of Choice Among Products

Regardless of the amount of involvement which the
respondents perceived themselves as having in the selection
process or the importance which they believed their views had
on final decisions, the number of options open to them at any
point in the decision process is clearly a factor in assessing
influence. For example, if one believes himself to be very
important and involved in the final decision, but if at another
point the range of options has been reduced leaving little or
no choice among products, one's influence on materials selection,
in fact, may be limited.

Table 56 presents percentages of the total sample and
of the state samples reflecting respondents' views of the range
of choice which they believed were available to them within
fheir selection systems. Over one-half of the total sample
felt that they had almost complete freedom of choice among
products. Samples from five states (Connecticut, Wisconsin,
California, Ohio, and Florida) had higher percentages than the

total sample on this response. Respondents from the remaining
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statesg, in particular Georgia, Texas, and North Carolina, felt
greater limitations on the number of options from which they
made selecfions.

Takle 57 compares respondents' views of their range of
choice amoﬁg products according to selected sample characteris-
tics. As one might anticipete, well over one-half of the sample
in partial and nonadoption states felt that they had almost

complete freedom of choice among products.

Respondents' identifying unit, the length of time the
respondents' had held their positions, and school system enroll-
ment do not appear to be differentiating factors in this com-
parison.

Data from the sample classified according to role
show that selection committee members gave the largest per-
centage of responses to "almost complete freedom of choice."
This seems in line with the amount of latitude usually given
selection committees at all levels. Teachers, on the other
hand, had the lowest percentage of any of the six roles for
this response. This fact should be noted in view of the fact
that teachers have been ranked first in influence by all groups
and that teachers view themselves as very much involved and

very important in the selection process.

Selection Criteria

The criteria by which individuals themselves evaluate

and select materials are an equally important aspect of the
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selection process. Respondents were asked, therefore, to list
as specifically as possible the criteria which they considered
most important in choosing materials. Table 58 presents their
responses.

The largest percentage of individuals in the total
sample, 50.9 percent, believed that a product's relevance to
the curriculum was a major factor in their choiqe of educational
materials. The second most freguently mentioned criterion,
cited by 29.7 percent of the sample, was the céntribution of
a product to the teaching and learning process. Responses
showed a similar pattern of ranking of these two criteria in
the following states: Wisconsin, California, Ohio, and Texas.
In Wisconsin, however, three additional criteria were mentioned
by a large percentage of respondents: (1) the effectiveness
of the product as a teaching tool, (2) how recently it was pro-
duced, and (3) its appeal to students. In no other state were
these factors cited as being as important as they were to the
Wisconsin sample. In Connecticut and in Florida the most
frequently cited criterion was the same as that mentioned by
the total sample, but the second most frequently mentioned
criterion was a product's relevance to the needs of the school.

Montana differed from the total sample in having the
second highest percentage of respondents cite the cost of a
product as their most important consideration. The amount of
use that a product would have also seemed to be an influential

factor for respondents in Montana. Georgia respondents also
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differed from the total sample in ranking -~he durability of a
oroduct over time in second place.

Seventy percent of the respondents in Indiana listed
relevance to the curriculum as an important criterion, a per-
centage considerably larger than that of the total sample and
highest among all the states. As in Montana, the second highest
percentage of respondents in the sample citeda the cost of a
product as the most important criterioa.

North Carolina's respondents differed somewhat from
those of the other states in that the criteria mentioned most
often were a product's relevance to the needs of the school
and hcow easy a product is to use or operate. A product's rele-
vance to the curriculum and a product's durability received
the next highest percentage of responses from North Carolina
respondents.

It is interesting to note that the cost of a product
seemed to be important to respondents in states such as Montana,
Indiana, and Georgia, whereas Connecticut, Ohio, and Florida
respondents attributed less influence to this factor in their
decisions. Another criterion, effectiveness of a product as
a teaching tool, was considered gquite important by respondents
in Wisconsin and moderately important by those in Indiana,
Florida, Texas, Georgia, and Montana. Connecticut, California,
Ohio, and North Caroclina respondents attributed little signifi-

cance to this factor as a selection criterion.
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In Table 59, the selection criteria noted by respondents
have been collapsed into two categories, learning oriented or
nonlearning oriented criteria. A product's contribution to
the learning process, relevance to the curriculum, and effec-
tiveness as a teaching tool were classified as learning-oriented
criteria, and a product's format, cost, and durability were
considered to be nonlearning-oriented criteria. Response
patterns for subgroups of the total sample were classified
according to these two categories. |

Respondents in most of the states listed criteria which
were primarily learning oriented. North Carolina and Montana
were the only states in which the samples recorded a greater
percentage of nonlearning than learning-oriented criteria,
although the difference in Montana was only two percent. The
percentage difference between these two categories of criteria
in California, Georgia, and Indiana was also very small but
favored learning-oriented criteria.

The greatest difference between the two categories of
respondents' selection criteria seems to exist in nonadoption states.
In these states a greater percentage of respondents mentioned '
selection criteria which were learning oriented. A very small
difference is observed in California where approximately equal
percentages of both kinds of criteria were noted.

Although all three location types cited more learning
than nonlearning-oriented criteria, suburban areas showed the

greatest percentage difference in favor of learning-oriented
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Table 59

Respondent's Criteria for Selection of Materials,
by Selected Sample Characteristics

Learaing Nonlearning
Oriented Oriented
Individual States
Connecticut 76.2 47.6
Wisconsin 94.4 55.6
California 75.9 74.1
Montana 78.0 80.0
Ohio 85.7 54.3
Georgia 86.7 76.7
Texas 80.6 66.7
Florida 73.5 46.9
Indiana 86.7 80.0
North Carolina 62.9 82.9
State Textbook Selection Procedure
Adoption 77.2 68.3
Nonadoption 82.8 60.7
Partial 75.9 74.1
Iocation Type of Respondents'
Identifying Unit
Urban 86.0 71.0
Suburb 78.2 49,1
Small Town/Rural 72.4 68.3
School System Enrollment
Very Large 88.1 61.2
Large 73.7 75.4
Medium 78.9 64.2
Position of Respondent
State Administrator 94.4 72.2
Local Administrator 79.7 71.9
Selection Camnittee Member 81.8 36.4
Bd. of Ed. Member or Nonprofessional 43.6 48.7
Curriculum/Materials Specialist 85.6 67.8
Teacher 83.9 67.0
Time in Present Position
Less than 3 years 79.3 65.9
3 - 10 years 82.7 65.0
More than 10 years 71.6 68.4
Age of Respondent
Iess than 31 82.1 61.5
31 - 50 8l1.0 67.9
Over 50 75.3 61.8
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criteria. Respondents from very large schcol systems cited
more learning-oriented criteria than did those from medium or
large school systems. The greatest number of mentions of
nonlearning-oriented criteria was found among the subsample
of respondents from large school systems.

All state administrators, selection committee members,
curriculum/materials specialists, and teachers cited more
learni. g than nonlearning-oriented criteria. Board of educa-
tion members or nonprofessionals listed more nonlearning than
learning-oriented criteria. The percentage of learning-oriented
criteria listed by these groups was markedly lower than any
other category of respondents. The difference between the two

categories of criteria for local administrators was slight.

Views of Final Decision Criteria

Respondents also were asked to list what they believed
‘to be the criteria on which final decisions on the selection of
materials were made.
Table 60 shows that more than one-half of the total
sample listed cost most frequently as a final decision criterion.
The second most fregquently mentioned criterion, cited by approxi-
mately one-third of the sample, was needs of the school or system.
Among respondents from Connecticut, California, Montana,
Ohio, Texas, and North Carolina, cost was most commonly cited
an important final decision criterion. Wisconsin respondents

differed from this general pattern in listing a product's
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relevance to the curriculum as the most important consideration.
Georgia respondents placed greatest importarnce on the needs of
the school or system, and the largest percentage of Indiana's
respondents cited views of experts as the rmost important final
decision criterion.

Although respondents from several states differed from
the general pattern of citing cost as the most important final
decision criterion, this factor was mentioned by a relatively
large percentage of respondents in every state.

A comparison between the criteria which respondents
said they regarded as most important in choosing materials
themselves and the criteria on which they believed final deci-
sions were based provides interesting findings. In comparing
the total sample findings of Table 58 and Table 60, we see
that the most fregquently mentioned criterion was different
for each. A product's relevance to the curriculum was ran-
tioned most frequently by respondents as their selection
criterion (Table 58), and a product's cost was the criterion
they cited most frequently as important for final decisions
(Table 60). Wisconsin and Florida respondents viewed a product's
relevance to the curriculum as the most important criterion for
selection in both categories. Georgia respondents placed
greatest importance on a product's relevance to the curriculum
(Table 58), but the needs of the school or system ranked first

in importance as a final decision criterion (Table 60).
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In Table 61 all of the final decision criteria mentioned
by respondents have again been collapsed to two categories.
Learning-oriented and nonlearning-oriented criteria are "cross
tabulated" with subsamples classified by selected sample charac-
teristics. Respondents in Connecticut, Montana, Ohio, Texas,
and North Carolina have listed more nonlearning than learning-
oriented criteria as the bases for final decisions. Larger
percentages of respondents in Wisconsin, California, Florida,
and Indiana cited more learning-oriented criteria than nonlearning-
oriented criteria, but the differences are guite small. Georgia
appears to be the only state in which there was a noticeable
degree of difference between the two categories in favor of
learning-oriented criteria.

Respondents from adoption states tend to mention
learning-oriented criteria as bases for final decision more fre-
guently than those that are nonlearning oriented, but the per-
centage differences are guite small. In nonadoption states, on
the other hand, respondents have tended to emphasize nonlearning-
oriented criteria.

Nonlearning-oriented criteria were cited more frequently
than were learning—-oriented criteria by respondents from suburbs
or small towns and rural communities. Respondents from urban
communities followed this pattern, but the percentage difference
between the two categories of criteria was smaller than for the other
two units. Very large and medium-sized school systems tended to

give slightly greater percentages to nonlearning-oriented criteria.
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Table 61

Respondents' Views of Final Decision Criteria,
by Selected Sample Characteristics

Learning Nonlearning
Oriented Oriented
Individual States
Connecticut 52.4 73.8
Wisconsin 88.9 83.3
California 72.4 67.2
Montana 68.0 82.0
Ohio 51.4 68.6
Georgia 80.0 66.7
Texas 50.0 55.6
Florida 63.3 . 61.2
Indiana 73.3 63.3
North Carolina 65.7 74.3
State Textbook Selection Procedure
Adoption 65.6 63.9
Nonadoption 65.0 77.3
Partial 72.4 67.2
Iocation Type of Respondents'
Identifying Unit
Urban 73.8 75.7
Suburb 52.7 65.5
Small Town/Rural 58.5 69.9
School System Enrollment
Very Large 71.6 77.6
Large 67.5 67.5
Medium 62.6 70.0
Position of Respondent
State Administrator 72.2 83.3
Local Administrator 71.9 71.9
Selection Camnittee Member 63.6 54.5
Bd. of Ed. Member or Nonprofessional 38.5 66.7
Curriculum/Materials Specialist 73.3 64.4
Teacher 66.1 72.3
Time in Present Pcsition
Iess than 3 years 68.3 68.3
3 ~ 10 years 71.0 71.5
More than 10 years 56.8 67.4
Age of Respondent
Lees than 31 71.8 76.9
31 - 50 65.7 69.8
Over 50 65.2 67.4
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In large school systems there was no difference between the
percentage of respondents falling into each category. State
administrators, board of education members or nonprofessionals,
and teachers seemed to perceive final decisions as based on
nonlearning—orienfed criteria to a greater extent than
respondents in other roles.

There was no difference between perceptions of the
importance of the two classifications of criteria for those
respondents who had been in their positions less than three
years oOr those in their positions from three to ten years.

Those who had served more than ten years, however, tended to
perceive nonlearning-oriented criteria as the bases for final
decisions more frequently. All three age classifications cited
nonlearning-oriented criteria as more important in final deci-
sions, though the percentage differences between learning and
nonlearning criteria were slight.

A comparison of Table 59 and Table 61 shows that whereas
respondents cited learning-oriented criteria as those which they
used in making decisions, they cited nonlearning criteria as

more important in the final decision.

Respondent's Views of Constraints on the Selection Process

To add another dimension to our information on
materials selection, respondents were asked to cite any
constraints or limitations on the selection and purchase

of educational materials. The respondents were also
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asked for their views on kinds of constraints and limitations
as well as the sources and significance of such constraints
or limitations.

From the data in Table 62, it is clear that the greatest
percentage of the total sample (61.8 percent) saw the major
limitations on materials selection as financial or economic.

On the other hand, more than one-fifth of the total sample per-
ceived no constraints at all on materials selection. Less than
one~-fifth felt that there were constraints stemming from adminis-
trative, political, legal, or community sources.

The pattern of responses in Connecticut, Wisconsin,
and Montana generally correspond to the pattern of the total
sample, with the exception that the percentage of respondents
in each of these states mentioning financial or economic limi-
tations on selection was greater than that for the total sample.
The same results were found in California, but in this state
respondents perceived that political or legal limitations and
community-imposed constraints affected materials selection to
a greater degree than in other states.

Respondents in Ohio, North Carolina, Florida, Georgia,
Texas, and Indiana seemed to perceive financial constraints to a
lesser degree than respondents in.other states. In Georgia,
for example, respondents appeared to feel that legal constraints
are more significant than financial or economic limitations on
materials selection. North Carolina had by far the largest

percentage of respondents citing legal ccnstraints, with over
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one-half of the respondents mentioning this type of limitation.
A substantial number of North Carolina respondents also cited
political constraints on materials selection.

Another finding from the data in Table 62 is that more
respondents in Ohio, Georgia, Texas, and Indiana perceived no
constraints on the selection of educational materials than
respondents from the other six states. With the exception
of Georgia, the states in which a substantial number of
respondents perceived no constraints are those considered
more restrictive legally.

Of those in the sample who mentioned specific constraints,
29.4 percent perceived the major source of constraints to be at
the local level. Only 17 percent perceived the source of con-—
straints to be at the state level. Federal and school levels
each were mentioned by fewer than 15 percent of the sample.
Though not included in Table 62, 26.4 percent of the respondents
who cited types of constraints failed to identify the sources
from which they believed the constraints came.

Respondents in Connecticut, Montana, Texas, and Indiana
appeared to agree that the major source of constraints was at
the local level. California respondents also attributed first
importance to the local sources, but, in addition, mentioned
state and school levels. Wisconsin respondents £elt that the
major source of constraints was at the school level. Georgia
respondents were the only group who listed the Federal level

as a major source of constraints. North Carclina and Florida
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saw the state as a major source of constraints on materials
selection. North Carolina respondents were an exception in
perceiving all four administrative levels as equally important
sources of constraints on materials selection.

O0f those who believed that constraints did exist,

11.2 percent felt that they were relatively insignificant,

and 11.5 percent believed that they were important. Over one-
half of the respondents did not specify the degree of importance
they attributed to constraints on materials selection which they
felt existed in their systems.

In Table 63, respondents' views of constraints on the
selection of materials have been regrouped according to selected
sample characteristics. In adoption states more respondents
perceived fewer constraints on selection practices than respon-
dents from partial or nonadoption states. Of those respondents
perceiving constraints, a greater percentage from partial or
nonadoption states cited fina .cial or economic limitations.
Table 63 also shows that respondents from adoption states
saw legal constraints as more significant than did respondents
from nonadoption states. Pressures from community groups were
mentioned most as an important constraint in California.

When the sample is classified according to type of
location, respondents from all three types of areas saw financial
limitations as the most important constraint. Respondents from

urban communities, more than those from suburbs or small towns
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Respandents® Views of Constraints on Selection Process, by Selected Sample Characteristics
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and rural communities, viewed administrative and political

factors as constraints. Urban school system respondents also
mentioned pressures from community groups as important. Respon-
dents from medium-sized school systems fe.t an absence of con-
straints on selection more frequently than respondents from

very large or large school systems. At the same time, respondents
from large systems felt that financial constraints were slightly
more importarnt than other types of limitations. Respondents

from very large systems corresponding, in large part, to the
sample from urban areas, felt that political, legal, and community
group pressures exerted limitations on materials selection to a
greater degree than respondents from large or medium-sized

school systems.

Examination of the pattern of responses by role shows
that state administrators app=ared to perceive administrative,
political, legal, and community group pressures as constraints
more than other types of respondents. Teachers, more than any
other group, attributed greatest significance to economic
limitations, and selection committee members placed least
emphasis on this factor.

The length of time a respondent had been in his positidn
does not appea. to be a differentiating factor for responses on
the question of constraints on materials selection.

Table 64 compares the relationships between respondents'
views of kinds of constraints with their views of the degree of
involvement which they had and with the criteria which they

believed are used in the selection of materials.
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From this table it can be seen that more respondents
who were highly involved in materials selection felt adminis-
trative, political, and financial constraints on selection to
a greater degree than those who were less involved. Differences
between respondents who expressed learning rather than
nonlearning-oriented criteria as the bases of their own
decisions seemed to indicate that a larger percentage of the
learning-oriented respondents perceived constraints stemming
primarily from administrative regulations and community group
pressures. Respondents with nonlearning-oriented criteria
seemed to attribute greatest importance to political limitations.
On the other hand, those respondents who placed more emphasis
on learning-oriented criteria for final decisions seem to feel
that political and legal factors and pressur~ from community
constitute major constraints on materials se.ection. Those
respondents who viewed nonlearning-oriented criteria as important
in final decisions regarded all categories of potential con-
straints as important, but pressures from community groups

received the highest percentage.

Strengths and Weaknesses, and Suggested Changes in
the Selection Process

As a final component of the descriptions of the selection
process, respondents were asked to describe the major strengths
and weaknesses of the selection system in which they were involved
and any changes they would make in its methods. In Table o5 a
majority of the respondents, 53.4 percent, felt thet the major

ERIC
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strength of their system of materials selection was the degree
of teacher involvement. The second most frequently mentioned
strength, cited by 23.9 percent of the sample, was cooperation
among various units in materials selection. Fewer than 14
percent referred either to the amount of freedom in the system
or to the amount of information on materials they had about
materials during the selection process.

The consensus on teacher involvement as a major strength
is verified by a review of the largest percentages of resﬁonses
in each state, but in Conaecticut and in Wisconsin the amount
of freedom within the selection system was also considered to
be a major strength. Georgia's respondents regarded the amount
of information they had about products as a positive factor.
North Carclina diverged from ihe consensus in viewing tae amount
of information available on products as the major strength of
its process. Yet, the amount of teacher involvement and the
degree of cooperation among the various units of the system
were also seen as strengths by respondents in North Carolina.

The three most frequently mentioned weaknesses in the
selection process were the limits of an individual's knowledge
about products, time constraints on selection, and centralized
decision-making. Connecticut respondents regarded the first
two as most important. Wisconsin respondents appeared to view
the limit- of individual knowiedge as an important source of
weakness, whereas California respondents found time constraints

and lack of prcfessional advice as weaknesses in their seleztion
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system. Ohio respondents seemed to feel they lacked awareness
of the range of available materials. The two weaknesses they
cited most frequently concerned the limits of individual know-
ledge and insufficient information. Responses from Georgia
and Texas samples reflected similar patterns. Indiana
respondents placed greatest emphasis on the limits of indivi-
dual kncwledge. The North Carolina sample diverged strongly
from the total sample in citing the centralization of its
materials selection system as its greatest weakness. This

view was held by 62.9 percent of the respondents. North
Carolina was the state in which most respondents mentioned
weaknesses in administrative procedure. They also felt that
the locus of decision-making power was too far removed from

the classroom and that this was a weakness in their system.
Georgia respondents also appeared to feel that this type of
weakness existed in its system; 23.3 percent of the respondents
in Georgie cited centralized decision-making as a weakness.
Yet; Georgia was also the state in which the largest percentage
of respondents felt that there were no weaknesses in the selec-
tion system with which they were concerned. One-quarter of
California respondents also felt that their materials selection
system had no major flaws.

In suggesting changes within the system, 37.4 percent
of the total sample felt that no chances were needed. More
teacher involvement was suggested by 23.9 percent, and approxi-
mately 20 percent indicated they would make general procedural

changes in the selection process.
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The largest percentages of responses from Wisconsin,
California, Montana, Jhio, Georgia, Texas, Florida, and Indiana
subsamples indicated that no changes were needed in the selection
system. California respondents suggested changes in general
procedures, and Florida respondents appeared to favor more
individual authority and less central control over materials
selection. In Connecticut the most frequently cited suggestion
for change was a greater degree of teacher involvement. In
North Caroiina a large number of respondents, 62.9 percent
indicated a desire for less centralized control of selection
practices. Forty percent of the North Carolina respondents
also indicated that more teacher involvement would be a pre-
ferred change.

Table 66 relates the respondents' views of strengths and
weaknecsses, and suggested changes to selected sample character-
istics. As might be expected, a larger percentage of respondents
in nonadoption than in adoption states felt that a major
strength of the selection system is teacher or user involvement,
and respondents in adopticn statas suggested that the selection
system be less centralized. More urban communities than sub-
urban or small towns and rural communities also listed teacher
or user involvement as a major strength. It is important to
note that a relatively larger percentage of respondents in
suburbs than in urban communities or small towns and rural
communities cited the amount of ‘reedom as a strength of the

selection process.
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In the partial adoption state, California, a larger number
of respondents cited time constraints and lack of professional
advice as weaknesses Of the system than respondents from either
adoption or nonadoption states. California respondents also
expressed a concexrn for changing selection procedures in general.

Decertralizing the selection system was suggested more
frequently by respondents from urban schoo®’ systems than by
respondents from suburban or small towns or rural communities.
The urban subsample also indicated that they favored general
procedural changes in their selection systems. Medium-sized
school districts, in comparison to large or very large ones,
indicated least interest in general procedural changes or
changes at the local level. The greatest percentage of respon-
dents advocating changes at the school level were those from
large school systems., State administrators, curriculum/materials
specialists, and teachers were the three types of respondents
most interested in having the selection system become less
centralized. State administrators, mo:e than any other group,
suggested general procedural changes.

The respondents' views of strengths and weaknesses, and
their suggested changes in the selection system are compared
with their degrees of involvement in selection prccesses in
Table 67. As might be expected, those who are more deeply
involved in the materials selection process had more definite
opinions and greater knowladge about it A larger percentage

of respondents with a high degree of involvement mentioned both
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Comparison of Respondents' Views of Strengths and Weaknesses,
and Suggested Changes in Selection Process with Involvement

Respondents' Degree of Involvement

in the Selection Process

Strengths of the System

Teacher involvement
Amount of freedam
Amount of information
Cooperation among units

Weaknesses of the System

Time constraints

Red tape, inefficiency
Insufficient information
Lack of professional advice

Suggested Changes in Selection Process

General change; less centralized
and more individuzl

General procedural changes
Changes at local level

Changes at school level

Much

65.0
65.5
65.4

57.3

77.0
€2.2
61.5
66.7

60.2
66.3
63.3

65.2

Little

49.5
40.0
51.9

56.3

37.8
54.1
46.6
64.7



strengths and weakness more frequently in selection practices.
These respondents mentioned particularly insufficient information
about products and time constraints. More highly involved
respondents listed more changes which they thought should be

made in selection procedures than those with lesser involvement

in materials selection processes.

Views About Materials

The views that those involved in materials selection held
about the importance of various kinds of materials is another
component of the selection process. Results from the survey
questions ¢ this subject are presented in this section of the
report. Data presented describe respondents' views about the most
important educational oroducts introduced in the last five years,
their range of knowledge about new materials, changes in importance
of products, most important materials purchased, sources of funds
for purchasing materials, and comparison of respondents' views

about materxials and other dimensions of the selection process.

Views About Most Important EAucational Products
in the Last Five Years

Table 68 provides data on the respondents' perceptions
of the =ducational products introduced in the past five years
(1vy63-1968) which they regard as most important. Data are

presented for the total sample and the ten state subsamples.
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The type of product mentioned most frequently by the
total sample was audiovisual equipment. The overhead projector,
in particular, was the specific item cited by nearly 70 percent
of respondents. No other single item received as much attention
in this or any of the other categories, a fact which seems to
confirm its obvious importance to school personnel. AV
materials were also cited by more than one-half of the total
sample. Slightly more than one-third listed ETV (Educational
Television}, ITV (Instructional Television), and CCTV {(Closed
Circuit Television), whereas learning labs were viewed as
the most important new materials by approximately one-fifth
of the total sample.

A comparison of the views of the total sample with
those from the individual states indicates that respondents in
a majority of states also viewed AV eguipment and materials as
the most imporfant new types of nonbook educational products.
The California sample was an exception in attaching equally high
importance to ETV, ITV, and CCTV. A greater percentage of
respondents in California aiso cited CAI (Computer Assisted
Instruction), supplementary printed materials, and systems
approach materials than did respondents from most of the other
states. The responses from North Carolina deviated most from
those of all other states in placing greatest emphasis on ETV,
ITVv, CCTV, and learning labs. AV ecuipment, particularly, and
AV materials appeared to have less importance for North Carolina

respondents than they had for respondents in other states.
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Respondents in Georgia not only reflected the pattern of the
total sample in attributing primary importance to AV equipment
and materials, but they alsc citea ETV, ITV, CCTV, and learning
labs frequently.

Tabulations of the total sample's responses were com-
pared with tabulations of selected sample characteristics. For
this purpose, three categories of responses were deifined: those
mentioning only AV equipment, those mentioning specific brand
names, and those mentioning materials for specific academic
subjects. Respondents from very large school systems tended
to mention AV equipment more than did respondents of large and
medium~sized systems. On the other hand, respondents from these
same very large systems cited specific brand names and specific
subject materials less than ¢‘d the respondents from the other
two types of systems. Respondents from large systems mentioned
specific subject materials most frequently, and respondents
from medium-sized systems mentioned specific brand names most
frequently.

Among respondents occupying particular educational roles,
board of education members and selection committee members men-
tioned AV eqguipment in greater proportion. Curriculum/materials
specialists gave this response leas!: frequently of all groups.
Selection committee members mentioned specific brand names more
than other types of respondents, and local administrators men-

tioned specific subject matter materials most frequently.
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Respondents who had been in the system longest tended
to mention AV equipment and specific brand names, and respon-
dents with fewer years of experience cited specific subject
materials most frequently.

Among the three age groups, it appears that the youngest
and oldest respondents tended tc mention AV equipment rather
than specific subject materials, and the younger and middle-aged
‘groups tended to cite specific brand names more often.

Respondents from California mentioned AV equipment
to a greater extent than respondents from either adoption or
nonadoption states. Respondents in these latter categories
mentioned specific brand names and specific subject materials
more frequently. Urban school system respondents regarded AV
eguipment as more important by a small percentage. Suburban
respondents cited specific brand names more than those from

either urban communities or small town and rural communities.

Range of Knowledge About New Materials

A respondent's range of knowledge about new materials
was based upon the interpretations of answers to a number of
survey questions in which respondents spontaneously referred
to specific products or types of products. Reference to specific
new materials, such as CAI, ETV, ITV, were interpreted as reflect-
ing greater knowledge about new materials than, for example, a
reference to materials such as film strips. The average

number of responses per person indicating knowledge about

new materials was computed for each category of raespondents.

ERICY/
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Tsble 69

Knowledge about Materials, by State

Georgia _ 5.1%
Wisconsin 4.7
California 4.6
North Carolina 4.5
Connecticut 4.3
Montana 4.0
Indiana 3.8
Florida 3.6
Texas 3.3
Ohio 3.2

* Average number of responses per person mdlcatlng knowledge
about new materials.
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In Table 69 the ten states in the survey are ranked
according to these averages. Three of the first six states are
nonadoption states. 1In these states respondents at all levels
theoretically would have greater opportunity to participate in
selection and to be exposed to information about new products.
That Georgia, an adoption state, is at *the top of the list
may be attributed to the fact that it is among the least
restrictive of all adoption states and also has an extensive
network of materials centers under the auspices of the State
University.

t The averages also were employed to illustrate
relationships between several identifying characteristics and
knowledge about new materials. Respondents from California
ranked highest in knowledge of new materials, and respondents
from npnadoption states and adoption states ranked second and
third respectively. Since the range of differences in the
averages among the three types of state selection procedures
is small, it appears that the textbook selection procedure
of a state does not greatly affect the degree to which
school personnel are aware of recently developed educational
materials.

Although respondents in urban communities seemed
slightly more knowledgeable about new materials, those in
suburbs or small towns and rural environments appeared to
know about new materials to about the same degree. Respondents

from very large and large school systems appeared more

Lo
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knowledgeable about new materials than respondents from medium-—
sized school systems.

Table 70 presents the ranking of the respondents in
different educational roles according to the average number of
responses indicating knowledge about new materials. In Table
71, respondents' knowledge about materials is compared with
their degree of involvement in the selection process and their
views of both their own and the final selection criteria.
Differences among categories in both instances are very small,
and possible relationships between the dimensions cannot be
determined from these data. Yet, the slightly higher averages
of those who are "much" involved and of those who perceive
learning-oriented criteria to be important in final decisions

may warrant further investigation.

Changes in Importznce of Products

Changes in the importance of educational materials £all
into five basic categories: (1) specific products which have
become more important in the past five years; (2) specific
products which have become less important huring the past five
years; (3) changes in materials from 1958-68; {(4) perceived
reasons for changes from 1958-68; and (5) predictions of

future changes in educational materials. Data are presented

both for the total sample and for the ten states.
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Table 70

Knowledge about Materials, by Respondent's Educaticnal Role

Iocal Administrators 4,37 *
Curriculum/Material

Specialists 4.36
State Administrators - 4,27
Teachers | 3.91
Selection Cammittez Members 3.90

Board of Education Members
or Nonprofessionals 3.26

* Average number of responses per person indicating knowledge
about new materials.
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The data in Table 72 reflect the consensus of the total
sample on the increased importance of AV equipment and AV materials.
One-half of the respondents listed one or both of these. Supple-
mentary printed materials, mentioned by over one-fourth of the
sample, ranked third in importance, and library books ranked
fourth. Comparing this pattern to those of the ten states, all
of the state samples also ranked AV materials or eguipment in
first or second place. Supplementary printed materials received
the third highest ranking among respondents in most of the
states. Other data in this table show that a high percentage
of respondents in Connecticut listed multi-media units and
instructional systems as of increased importance, in Wisconsin
nearly 50 percent of the respondents listed supplementary printed
materials, and in Montana 52 percent mentioned library books.
Except for AV materials and equipment, California and Ohio
samples showed low percentages for most other types of materials.

More than half of the sample did not respond to the
guestion regarding which products have become less important.

In general, 42.1 percent of the respondents mentioned textbooks
as decreasing in importance, and no other products received
more than a three percent response. The individual state
responses followed this same pattern.

Over three-fourths of the respondents in the total
sample cited the greater availability of materials as a change
from 1958--68 (Table 73). More variety in the kinds of products

available was listed as a change by nearly one-half of the
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sample. A relatively small proportion of the sample, approxi-
mately one-fifth, believed that better gquality materials were
available.

Although respondents in six states also ranked the
greater availa»ility of materials first and more variety among
products second as most important changes since 1958, the per-
centages in each state for these categories wvaried widely. In
Montana, for example, 92 percent of the respondents said that
more materials were available, and 22 percent (the next highest
percentage) indicated that there was more variety among products.
In Wisconsin the percentages for these categories were 91.7 and
69.4, and in Texas they were 86.1 and 38.9.

In Ohio respondents most frequently mentioned the
greater availability.of materials, and better quality materials
received the second highest ranking. Smaller percentages of
respondents in Ohio mentioned more variety among products or a
greater range of kinds of materials used by individual teachers
as changes. The major proportion of respondents in Florida and
North Carclina felt that more materials were available, and the
second largest percentage felt that a greater range of materials
was used by the individual teacher. A large proportion of
Wisconsin and Connecticut respondents also indicated that the
greater range of kinds of materials used in the classroom is a
major change in the past ten years.

In indicating reasons for changes during the 1958--68

pericd, ocne-third of those responding believed that changes
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were stimulated by increased funds for materials, and one-third
attributed changes to increased teacher interest and competence.
Nearly one-fourth attributed the change in importance of
products to basic changes in educational philosophy. Several

of the reasons which the respondents believed accounted for
these changes are grouped by selected sample characteristics in

Table 74. California respondents showed a marked discrepancy

from those in states with other types of.textbook selection
procedures. No respondents in California listed Federal govern-
ment interest as a factor in accounting for change, and change

was attributed to the efforts of materials producers approximately
three times as frequently by Californians as by respondents from
adoption and nonadoption states.

Respondents from small towns and rural communities tended
to see Federal government interest and concern as well as increased
teacher interest and competence as causes of change more often
than respondents from urban and suburban communities. On the
other hand, urban area respondents frequently mentioned the fact
that more money was available. Suburban respondents believed
that availability of money and technological innovation were the
principal reasons for the changes noted from 1958--68.

The largest percentage of respondents in each of the
three categories of school system enrollments cited increased
funds for materials as a reason for change. The very large
systems had the highest percentage of all three categories.

Respondents from large school systems, more than those from
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very large or medium-sized systems, attributed changes to
increased teacher interest and competence. Respondents from
very large systems cited the efforts of materials producers
as the reason for change to a greater extent than respondents
from other types of systems.

Examining the data on the educational role of respondents,
we see that teachers are the only group who did not give the
highest percentage of their responses to increased funds as
the principal cause of change. By a small margin they cited,
instead, increased teacher interest and competence as the major
factor.

State administrators, on the other hand, not only were
the group giving the highest percentages to increased funds
and increased Federal interest, but also were the group most
frequently attributing changes in materials to technological
innovation.

On the whole, time in present position and age do not
seem to be important factors in this analysis. Two facts,
however, do stand out: respondents with less than 3 years
experience cited Federal government interest and concern as a
cause of change more frequently than did respondents with more
experience, and respondents over 50 years of age mentioned the
fact that more money was available to a greater extent than
those under 50 years of age.

In predicting future changes in educational materials,

28.4 percent of the total sample forecast major, dramatic
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changes, and 11 percent believed that any changes would be
relatively minor. Only 15 percent predicted that totally
new kinds of materials will be on the market, whereas 34.4
percent cited possible improvements and modifications of
existing products. The largest percentage of respondents,
when asked in what areas they believed that changes might
take place in the future, listed the organization of instruc-

tion, specifically the trend toward increased individuali-

zation of instruction. The total sample also predicted that
changes will occur in teaching styles and methods. Fewer than
five percent of the sample predicted changes in student needs,
in social needs, or in subject matter.

As illustrated in Table 75, almost one-half of the total
sample predicted more emphasis on and use of ETV, ITV, CAI, and
individualized instruction techniques. More than ocne-fourth
mentioned AV equipment and materials and multi-media units and
instructional systems as the kinds of products which will have
greater use. Low percentages of the sample listed increased use
of supplementary printed materials, library bocks, manipulative
devices and educational toys, and learning labs.

The belief that ETV, ITV, and CAI will be used more
extensively was held by respondents in most of the states.
Respondents in Connecticut mentioned AV equipment and materials
as well as multi-media units and instructional systems particularly.
This state also had the largest percentage of respendents listing

manipulative devices and educational toys. California respondents,
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more than those of any other sta*e, predicted greater use of
supplementary printed materials and individualized instruction.
The Florida and Indiana samples also anticipated a greater use

of individuaiized instruction techniques, and North Carolina
respondents felt that ETV, ITV, and CAI, as well as individualized

instruction, will be used increasingly in the future.

Most Important Materials Purchased

Respondents in the survey were asked to list the most
important types of educational products purchased by their school
systems in the past five years. AV equipment and AV materials
were regarded by the tctal sample as the two most important
types of products purchased. ETV, ITV, and CCTV were third in
importance. Relatively low percentages indicate limited purchase
of CAI equipment; systems approach materials, manipulative devices
and education?l toys, and supplementary printed materials (Table
76) . ’

The majority of states in the sample also reflected this
general pattern, with Florida and North Carolina as exceptions.
Respondents in Florida regarded AV equipmeﬁt as the most important
purchase, and improved textbooks was second in importance. In
North Carolina, 31.4 percent of the respondents also listed AV

equipment most fregquently, and in addition 28.6 percent mentioned

the purchase of ETV, ITV, and CCTV systems. Georgia respondents
also appeared to regard ETV, ITV, and CCTV as important purchases
in their systems, although these items received the third highest

percentage of responses in that state.

O
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California responses followed a similar pattern; CAI
systems were considered important purchases to a greater degree
in this state than in any other state. California, Connecticut,
and Montana responses also showed supplementary printed materials
as important purchases.

Respondents who had mentioned five types of new materials
(programred instruction materials, learning laboratories, ETV,
ITV, and CCTV, CAI, and systems approach materials) as important
purchases in their school systems were categorized according to

selected sample characteristics (Table 77). With the exception

of learning labs, adoption states recorded higher percentages
of respondents noting these five types of new materials as
important purchases in their school systems. Fewer suburban
respondents than those froﬁ urban areas or small towns and
rural areas indicated that programmed instruction materials

and learning labs were important purchases. ETV, ITV, and CCTV
systems were cited more than twice as frequently by urban
respondents, and urban respondents were the only group to
mention CAI systems.

By small margins respondents from very large school
systems gave the highest percentage of responses for programmed
instruction materials and ETV, ITV and CCTV systems; compared
to other systems they also gave responses for learning labs
by more than two to one. The highest percentages for CAI systems
and systems approach materials were given by respondents in

large school systems.
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The highest percentage (9.8) of responses from teachers
who ci*ed the five types of products as important purchases in
their districts was given to learning labs. Programmed instruc-
tion materials and ETV, ITV, and CCTV systems ranked second and
third, respectively, among teachers. State administrators
reflected the highest percentages of any educational role, men-
tioning ETV, ITV, and CCTV systems by nearly two to one. This
type of equipment also received the highest percentage of men-
tions from local administrators by a small margin. One-third
of all state administrators listed learning labs as the most
important new materials purchased in their systems. This is
the highest percentage of responses accorded any of the types
of materials by any category of respondents.

CAI systems were regarded as the most important new
material purchased by their system most frequently by board of
education members or nonprofessionals. Systems approach
matericls were most fregquently mentioned by curriculum and
materials specialists, though respondents in these educa-
tional roles gave the higher percentages of their answers to
learning labs and ETV, ITV, CCTV.

Except for systems approach materials, respondents who
have been in their pésitions less’than three years recorded
the highest percentages of any tenure category for all five
types of products. The low percentage figures in the cells of
this table may be attributed in most cases to the relatively
small number of purchases of these newer types of educational

materials.
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Respondents whose systems had purchased new materials
were asked for their views about them,. Over ninety percent
(93.5) of the respondents had favorable reactions to new products,
Of these, 22.4 percent gave favorable reactions based upon
teachers' satisfaction with a product, whereas 17.5 percent
gave favorable reactions related to students' behavior and
performance.

The respondents were asked *c¢ indicate the degree to
which they felt the new products were used. Their responses
were classified into categories to reflect daily use or more
sporadic use, and were then compared with selected sample
characteristics. A summary of these data shows that, in general,
respondents from the partial adoption state, urban areas,
and large school systems whose districts have purchased the
specified new materials indicated that they use them more fre-
guently than respondents from other categories. Since teachers
are the group among the various educational roles in systems
who are more likely to use materials, their reactions are par-
ticularly important. More than one-half (53.6 percenmt) of the
teachers in systems which have purchased new materials indicated
sporadic rather than daily use of the new materials. Time in
position and age were not differentiating characterisfics,
although younger respondents and those who had been in their
positions from three to ten years tended to indicate more

frequent use of new materials.
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Sources of Funds for Materials

The amounts and sources of funds available for purchasing
materials are also an important part of our consideration of the
selection process. Without the necessary funds, expensive,
technologically sophisticated materials cannot be purchased,
and systems without large budgets are not in a position to
select these types of materials. In addition, respondents to
the survey cited economic factors most frequently as a major
constraint on the selection process. The amount of money
available for materials obviously influences what kinds of
materials are selected.

When asked to cite the sources of funds used to pay for
different types of materials, 83 percent of the respondents in
the total sample mentioned local sources, 62 percent mentioned
Federal sources, and 60 percent mentioned state sources. These
high percentages result from multiple responses given by respon-
dents to this question. Specific sources, such as ESEA funds,
NDEA grants, special funds, and PTA contributions, were cited
by 26 percent of the total sample. More than 70 percent of the
sample did not feel that funds for certain kinds of products
came from specific sources. In Table 78, responses on sources
of funds are presented for each state and are classified accord-
ing to selected sample characteristics.

Respondents in most of the states followed the general
pattern in viewing local funding sources as of primary importance

and in assigning secondary importance to Federal and state
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Table 78

Respondents' Views of Sources of Funds for Educational Materials,
by State and Selected Sample Characteristics

Federal Funds State Funds Local Funds

Individual States

Connecticut 89.0 33.3 97.6
Wisconsin 72.2 50.0 97.2
California 86.2 69.0 98.3
Montana 86.0 42.0 98.0
Ohio 94.3 74.3 37 4
Georgia 96.7 73.3 voe3
Texas 77.8 50.0 86.1
Florida 61.2 85.7 69.4
Indiana 63.3 33.3 90.0
North Carolina 91.4 88.6 88.6
State Textbook Selection Procedure
Adoption 76.7 68.3 82.2
Nonadoption 80.4 48.5 83.4
Partial 86.2 69.0 98.3

Location Type of Respondents'
Identifying Unit

Urban 86.0 63.6 94.4
Suburb 78.2 50.9 72.7
Small Town/Rural 82.1 52.8 84.6
School System Enrollment
Very Large 88.1 76.1 92.5
Large 84.2 67.5 92.1
Medium 77.4 46.8 8l.6
Position of Respondent
State Administrator 88.9 88.9 72.2
Local Administrator 82.0 62.5 89.1
Selection Committee Member 27.3 72.7 8i.8
Bd. of Ed. Merber or Nonprofessicnal 84.6 74.4 84.6
Curriculun/Materials Specialist 86.7 67.8 83.3
Teacher 71.4 42.9 84.8
Time in Present Position
Less than 3 years 78.0 68.3 81.7
3 - 10 years 78.5 60.3 85.0
More than 10 years 82.1 55.8 89.5
Age of Respondent
Less than 31 66.7 35.9 79.5
31 -50 79.5 61.9 86.9
Over 50 85.4 65.2 82.0
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sources. Ohio's sample is an exception to this, since a
relatively low percentage of respondents mentioned local
sources. Federal funds were perceived as most important by
respondents in Ohio, Georgia, and North Carolina.

Adoption state respondents mentioned Federal sources
of funds less frequently than those from partial or nonadoption
states. The California sample mentioned Federal sources most
frequently of respondents in the three types of states. Stuate
sources were cited by respondents in nonadoption states least
frequently, an expected result in light of the fact that material
selection processes in nonadoption states are subject to fewer
state controls generally, and have less state involvement in
materials selection than those from adoption states.

Respondents from very large and large systems tended to
mention Federal, state, and local sources more than those from
medium~sized systems. Urban respondents mentioned Federal funds
most frequently by a small margin.

It is interesting to note that state administrators
mentioned local sources of funds less than they mentioned Federal
or state sources. In turn, local administrators mentioned state
funding sources less than either Federal or local funds. These
findings are understandable in terms of the hierarchial levels
and the different perspectives of state and local respondents.
The fact that selection committee members cited Federal sources
of funds much less frequently than other types of respondents
is another interesting result. Curriculum/materials specialists

ERIC
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regardad Federal funds as most important by a slight margin.
Teachers, on the other hand, believed that local funds were
most important.

Respondents were also asked for their views of the
effect which Federal funds have on the quantity and quality of
materials. In terms of quantity of materials purchased, nearly
80 percent of the total sample expressed the view that more
materials have been purchased since Federal funds were available.
Sixteen percent of the respondents said Federal funds had resulted
in a greater variety of products available, and five percent
j.:dicated that there had been no effect.

There is noticeably less consensus on the impact of
Federal funds on the quality of educational materials. Forty-
one percent felt that better quality materials had resulted,
and 33 percent perceived no effect on quality as a consequence
of the increased availability of Federal funds for materials.
Eight percent felt that there has been a negative effect or
that the quality of materials had actually declined.

In Table 79, these views have been categorized according
to selected sample characteristics. Regarding the impact of
Federal funds on the quantity of materials, a greater proportion
of the respondents (91.4) from California than from either
adoption or nonadoption states indicated that more materials
have been bought. The percentage of respondents in nonadoption
states who said that Federal funds had allowed them to purchase

more materials was low (46.0) compared to percentages from other
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tveres of systems. Respcondents from urban and large systems
more than respondents from suburban or small town and rural
systems indicated that their systems had purchased more
materials since Federal aid had been available. Local adminis-
trators and curriculum materials/specialists more than other
types of respondents saw Federal funds as enabling the purchase
of more materials.

As for the effects of Federal funds on the quality of
materials, respondents in California indicated that better
guality materials had resulted to a greater extent than respon-
dents from either adoption or nonadoption states. Suburban
respondents seemed to regard the impact of Federal funds on
quality as less important compared to responses from urban
communities and small towns and rural communities.

Approximately one-third of the teachers in our sample
felt that better quality materials had resulted. Yet, teachers
were the group giving the lowest percentage of responses in
this category. Slightly more than one-third felt that there
had been no effect at all on the guality of materials available
in recent years, and they were the group giving the highest per-

centages in this category.

Comparison of Views About Materials and
Other Dimensions of Selection Process

When the possible relationships between views about
materials and degree of involvement in the selection process
are considered, the data in Table 80 show that respondents who

ERIC
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were less involved in selection cited "hardware" products or
equipment as important more often than "software" products, and
that those who were "much" involved in materials selection men-
tioned "software" or substantive materials more frequently.

In listing the products which their school systems
have purchased that they regard as most important, respondents
who are more highly involved in the selection process mentioned
systems approach materials more frequently. To a greater extent,
highly involved respondents also attributed changes in the kinds
and range of available materials to increased teacher interest
and competence and to efforts of materials producers.

Some interesting results emerge when views of materials
are compared with selection criteria (Table 80). Respondents who
employ learning-oriented criteria in materials sélection mentioned
specific subject materials more frequently than other respondents.
Respondents who cited nonlearning-oriented criteria as final
decision criteria listed "hardware" items to a greater extent
than those who wiewed learning-oriented criteria as the basis
of selection.

Respondents who employed learning-oriented criteria in
selecting materials seemed to indicate greater use of new products
than other respondents. This group, to a greater extent than the
other, also regarded the efforts of materials producers as a major
factor accounting for changes in products available. On the
other hand, a larger percentage of respondents with nonlearning-

oriented final decision criteria viewed changes in materials
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as resulting from increased teacher competence, efforts of

materials producers, and technological innovation.

Information About Materials

The =ources from which individuals involved in the
selection process learn about educational materials and the
amount and kincds of information available to them are other
important dimensions of materials selection. These aspects of
materials selection may be closely related both to a respondent's
views about products and to the pattern of selection processes
in various localities.

Data presented in this section describe (1) respondents’
general sources of information abhout educational materials;

(2) their sources of information for specific types of products;
(3) the amount and kinds of information they had prior to
materials selection; and (4) some possible relationships between

information sources and other dimensions of the selection process.

General Information Sources

When asked to describe the ways in which they obtained
information about educational products (Table 81), more than 50
percent of the total sample listed each of the following informa-
tion sources: (a) displays and exhibits at conferences and pro-
fessional meetings (58.4 percent); (b) conversations with other
educational professionals, such as teachers or curriculum

specialists (54.9 percent); (c) journals and periocdicals (50.9
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percent); and {d) salesmen and coﬁpany representatives
(50.4 percent).

California, Montana, Ohio, and Georgia samples showed
a pattern similar to that of the total sample in mentioning
- displays and exhibits most frequently as an important information
source. In Georgia 76.7 percen:t of the respondents mentioned
displays and exhibits as important information sources; this
was the highest percentage accorded any category of information
éources in any of the states. On the other hand, Georgia's
respondents also have recorded the lowest percentage for any
categoxy of information sources--13.3 percent noted advertising
circulars. Respondents in Connecticut, Florida, and Ndrth
Carolina, mentioned conversations with other educaticnal pro-
fessionals most frequently, and Wisconsin respondents cited
journals and periodicals as their most important information
sources. Texas respondents considered materials salesmen and
company representatives and displays and exhibits as their most
important sources of information. In Indiana salesmen and
company representatives ranked first as information sources.

In analyzing general patterns of information sources
for educational materials, the information sources mentioned by
respondents have been classified into two types: (1) information
from personal sources, suach as salesmen and ~ompany representa-
tives and conversations with other educational professionals,
and (2) information from nonpersonal sources, such as displays

and exhibhits, journals and periodicals, and advertising circulars.
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Table 82 shows the average number of personal or nonpersonal
sources of information per respondent given by respondents
in each category. Data are are presented for individual
state samples and by selected sample characteristics. The
states are ranked according to the average number of personal
information sources noted by respondents, from the highest
average to the lowest. In Montana and Florida there are rela-
tively large differences between the numbers for personal and
nonpersonal sources of information with the former receiving a
higher rating. According to the averages, Wisconsin respondents
mentioned both types of information sources with equal frequency.
Texas was the only state in which respondents cited more non-~
personal than personal sources of information.

In all categories of selected sample characteristics,
with the exception of "teachers" and "those under 31 years of

age," averages are higher for personal than for nonpersonal
information sources (Table 82). However, there is a considerable
range of averages for personal information sources £from a higﬁ
of 1.28 given by local administrators to a low of .64 for those
under 31 years of age. The averages for nonpersonal information
sources range from .99 to .56.

Personal information sources about materials have been
categorized as either educational professionals or nonprofessionals.
The professinal category includes teachers, administrators, and

curriculum/materials specialists, w~hereas the nonprofessional

category includes salesmen and company representatives, as well
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Table 82

Comparison of Perscnal and Nonpersonal Information Sources,
by State and Selected Sample Characteristics

Nonpersonal
Personal Sources Sources of
of Information Infomation Difference

Individual States

Montana 1.32 .94 +.38
Florida 1.14 .69 +.45
North Carolina. 1.08 .82 +.24
Cornnecticut 1.07 .85 +.22
California 1.03 .94 +.09
Georgia 1.00 .90 +.10
Wisconsin .97 97 -

Indiana .96 .93 +.03
Ohio .91 .88 +.03
Texas .86 .88 -.02

State Textbook Selection Procedure

Adoption 1.02 .83 +.09
Nonadoption 1.09 .91 +.18
Partial 1.03 .95 +.08

Tocation Type of Respondents'
Identifying Unit

Urban 1.05 .92 +.13

Suburb .93 .89 +.04

Small Town/Rural 1.11 .89 +.22
School System Enrollment

Very Large 1.06 .88 +.18

Large 1.13 .99 +.22

Medium 1.01 .88 +.13
Position of Respondent

State Administrator 1.06 _ .72 +.34

Local Administrator 1.28 .91 +.37

Selection Committee Member 1.09 .82 +.27

Bd. of Ed. Member or Nonprofessional .77 .56 +.21

Curriculum/Materials Specialist 1.02 .92 +.10

Teacher .90 .96 -.06
Time in Present Position

Iess than 3 years .99 .85 +.14

3 - 10 years 1.06 .90 +.16

More than 10 years 1.08 .88 +.20
Age of Respondent

Iess than 31 .64 .87 -.23

31 - 50 1.13 .89 +.24

Over 50 1.01 .88 +.13
Sex of Respondent

Male 1.09 .85 +.24

Female .98 .95 +.03
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as lay members of boards of education and members of organized
interest groups.

In Table 83 states are ranked according to the average
number of responses per person, from highest to lowest, for
professional information sources. In six of the ten states,
the averages for professional information sources were higher
than those for nonprofessional information sources.

When professional and nonprofessional information sources
are categorized according to selected characteristics of the
sample, there are a number of interesting results (Table 84).
Although there are few differences between the use of profes-
sional and nonprofessional personnel as information sources for
respondents in adoption and nonadoption states, California respon-
dents have listed professionals as information sources by more
than two to one. Respondents from urban areas and from very
large and large school systems also have a considerably higher
average for professional information sources. According
to the breakdown by educational role, selection committee members
and curriculum/materials specialists have cited nonprofessionals
as information sources more frequently than professionals. There
is no difference in information sources for local administrators,
and a very slight difference in favor of professional information
sources for state administrators. Teachers, as the averages
show, regard professional information sources as more important
than nonprqfessional sources; however, the greatest discrepancy

in averages appears in the case of board of education members.




California
Montana

North Carolina
Florida
Connecticut
Wisconsin
Georgia

Texas

Indiana

Ohio

Table 83

Camparison of Professional and Nonprofessional

Personal Information Sources, by State

Professional

.70%
.68
.68
.63
.59
.55

* Average number of Yesponses per person in this category.

Nonprofessional

.32
.64
.40

221
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Table 84

Comparison of Professional and Nonprofessional
Information Sources, by Selected Sample Characteristics

Professional Nonprofessional

State Textbock Selection Procedure

Adoption .50* .52

Nonadoption .55 .55

Partial .71 .33
Iocation Type of Respondents'
Identifying Unit

Urban .65 .40

Subhurban 47 .46

Small town/Rural .52 .59
School System Enrollment

Very large .64 .42

Large .66 .47

Medium .48 .53
Position of Respondent

State Administrator .56 .50

Iocal Administrator .64 .64

Selection Camnittee Member .46 .64

Board of Education Member

or Nonprofessional .67 .10

Curriculum/Materials Specialist .41 .61

Teacher . .53 i .38
Time in Present Position

Less than 3 years .43 .53

3 - 10 years .59 .47

More than 10 years .56 .53
Age of Respondent

Iess than 31 years .52 .56

31 - 50 years .54 .47

Over 50 years .41 .23
Sex of Respondent

Female .60 .38

Male .53 .56

*Average number of responses per person in this category.
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Persons in this role cite profcssional information sources in
a ratio of six to one over nonprofessional information souxces.
Length of time that persons have been in their positions
and age of respondents are not important differentiating £factors,
except that those over 50 are about twice as likely to use pro-
fessionals as information sources as those in any other age
group. Respondents' sex was a variable in influencing the
sources of information about materials; women respondents men-
tioned educational professionals as sources of information
almost twice as freguently as they cited nonprofessionals and

much less freguentiy than men cited nonprofessionals.

Information Sources for Specific Products

Respondents' views of the most important sources of
information for two specific types of products, textbooks and
audiovisual equipment, were also described. These products
were chosen for special attention since they are the most
commonly purchased materials in all school systems. They also
represent major distinctions between major types of products
which may have different selection patterns and procedures,
particularly in adoption states.

Four kinds of information sources were mentioned by
respondents: salesmen and company representatives, displays
and exhibits, journals and periodicals, and conversations with
educational professionals (Tables 85 and 86). Ffor the total

sample there was very little difference among information sources
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reflected in the distribution oI responses;‘each cf the four
categories of information sources was mentioned by approximately
one-third of the total sample.

Some differences are apparent within and among the ten
states in the respomses for textbooks (Table 85). In four of
the states, Connecticut, Montana, Texas, and Florida, salesmen
and company representatives received the highest percentage of
any of the information sources. In two of the states, Wisconsin
and Indiana, journals and periodicals and salesmen and company
representatives received equal percentages. In three other states,
California, Ohio, and Georgia, displays and exhibits at con-
ferences or conventions were regarded by the highest percentage
of respondents as the most important information sources for
textbooks. 1In North Carolina conversations with other educa-
tional professionals ranked highest.

Respondents in California, Montana, and Georgia mentioned
displays and exhibits as their most.important information source
for audiovisual equipment (Table 86). Wisconsin respondents
mentioned journals and periodical advertising as their most
important information source for audiovisual equipment, although
the percentage difference between this information source and
the next most frequently mentioned, salesmen and company repre-
sentatives, is not very large.

Comparing respondents' views of their major information
sources for textbooks (Table 85) with those of major information

sources for audiovisual equipment (Table 86), differences for
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the total sample are very small. Displays and exhibits received
a slightly higher percentage of mentions for audiovisual equip-
ment than for textbooks, whereas salesmen and company repre-
sentatives were mentioned by a slightly higher percentage of
respondents as information sources for textbooks. In Connecticut
and Texas salesmen and company representatives were mentioned
most frequently as information sources for both audiovisual
equipment and textbooks. In summary, in seven of the states
(Connecticut, Wisconsin, California, Georgia, Texas, Indiana,
North Carolina) respondents indicated no difference between what
is considered the moét important information source for textbooks
and what is considered the most important information source for
audiovisual equipment. Differences occur in Montana, Ohio, and
Florida, but the percentage differences are not very great.

The data in Tables 85 and 86 also show that respondents in

many of the states rely on multiple information sources for

both types of products.

Amount and Kinds of Information About Products Prior to Selection

To attempt to understand the bases on which products
are evaluated prior to selection, respondents were asked to
describe the amounts of information and the kinds of information
about products available to them. They were alsc asked whether
they felt that the amount and the kinds of information they had
were adeguate for their role in the selection process, and if not,
what additional information they would like to have about educa-

tional materials.
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With regard to the amount ~f information, 3.2 percent
of the total sample said they had very little, 13.2 percent
said they had some, and nearly 23 percent felt that they pos-
sessed quite a bit or a great deal of information about the
products. When these data were regrouped according to states
{Table 87), respondents in Connecticut and Texas showed the
highest percentages of respondents who felt that they had very
little information about products prior to selection. There
were no respondents from Florida and North Carolina in this
category, and the numbers and percentages of respondents from
other states in this category are quite small. At the other
end of the spectrum, the percentages of respondents indicating
that they had a great deal of information about products ranges
from 1.7 in California to 23.8 in Connecticut. The most fre-
quent response in Montana, Texas, Florida, and Georgia was
that respondents had quite a bit of information about products.
Respondents in North Carolina did not answer this question, and
only a very small percentage of respondents in California
answered.

In listing the kind of information available prior to
selection, the largest percentage of the total sample indicated
that they had information on the performance and effectiveness
of particular products available to them. Fewer respondents
indicated that they had information on teachers' responses to
materials; other responses were cited by fewer than five percent

of the total sample.
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Table 88 presents the responses from the state samples
on kinds of information respondents have prior to selection.
Respondents in Connecticut, Indiana, and Wisconsin listed informa-
tion about the performance and effectiveness of materials as
being available to them more frequently than did respondents
from other states. California and Florida respondents, on the
other hand, felt that they had more knowledge about teachers®
responses to materials. Respondents in Indiana had relatively
high percentage figures in all categories, and they indicated
that they had information on student responses to materials to a
greater extent than other respondents. In Table 88, the kinds
of information that respondents said they had are also cate-
gorized according to the selected sample characteristics.

Respondents' views of the adequacy of the information
available to them are presented in Table 8%. In seven states
higher percentages of respondents felt that the amount of
information they had was sufficient. Of these seven, California,
Montana, and Texas respondents felt that the amount of informa-
tion was sufficient to a greater degree. In Ohio, Indiana, and
Wisconsin a larger percentage perceived that the information
they had was insufficient, with a difference of 40 pércent in
the Wisconsin sample.

A greater percentage of respondents in nonadoption
state  felt th;t the information they had was insufficient for
their role in the material selection process. Urban respondents
seemed tqQ feel that th@ information they had was sufficient to

»

O
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Respondents!' Views of Kinds of Information Prior to Selection,
by State and Selected Sample Characteristics

Information About

Pexrformances & Teacher's Student's
Effectiveness Response  Response
Individual States
Connecticut 38.0 7.0 5.0
Wisconsin 22.0 6.0 -
Califorria 14.0 38.0 —
Montana 14.0 4.0 _
Chio —_ 3.0 —_
Georgia 10.0 10.0 —
Texas 19.0 8.0 _
Florida 12.0 27.0 —
Indiana 23.0 23.0 33.0
North Carolina i7.0 g.0 —_
State Textbook Selection Procedure
Acioption 16.90 16.0 1.0
Nonadoption 18.0 5.0 1.0
Partial 14.0 38.0 -
Location Type of Respondents'
Identifying Unit
Urban 14.0 21.0 2.0
Suburb 13.0 —_ -
Small Town/Raral 16.0 22.0 -
School System Enrollment
Very Large 22.0 19.0 —
Large 13.0 14.0 2.0
Medium 16.0 15.0 5.0
Position of Respondent
State Administrator 28.0 11.0 -
Iocal Administrator 1°.0 21.0 —_
Selection Committee Mamber 18.0 18.0 -
Bd. of Ed. Member or Nonprofessional 8.0 18.0 _
Curriculum/Materials Specialist 19.0 11.0 2.0
Teachexr 13.0 11.0 1.0
Time in Present Position
Less than 3 years 21.0 12.0 —_
3 - 10 years 12.0 16.0 1.0
More than 10 years 25.0 15.0 -
Age of Respondent
Less than 31 8.0 8.0 -
31 - 50 17.0 14.0 1.0
Over 50 19.0 20.0 -
Sex of Respondent
Male 20.0 33.0 15.0
Female 10.0 67.0 13.0
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Table 89

Respondents' Views of Adequacy of Information Prior to Selection,
by State and Selected Sample Characteristics

Sufficient Insufficient
Individual States
Connecticut 55.0 36.0
Wisconsin 31.0 72.0
California 72.0 22.0
Montana 60.0 20.0
Chio 40.0 54.0
Georgia 57.0 40.0
Texas 61.0 332.0
Tlorida - 53.0 33.0
Indiana 37.0 50.0
North Carolina 49.0 29.0
State Textbook Selection Procedure
Adoption 52.0 36.0
Nonadoption 42.0 43.0
Partia 72.0 22.0
Location Type of Respondents' Identifying Unit
Urban 63.0 26.0
Suburb 46.0 49.0
Small Town/Rural 55.0 37.0
School System Enrollment
Very Large 52.0 28.0
Large 56.0 34.0
Medium 52.0 41.0
Position of Respondent
State Administrator 44.0 50.0
Local Administrator ‘ 62.0 29.0
Selection Committee Member 64.0 18.0
Bd. of Ed. Member or Nonprofessional 56.0 23.0
Curriculum/Materials Specialist 52.0 33.0
Teacher 46.0 52.0
Time in Present Position
Iess than 3 years 54.0 37.0
3 - 10 years - 50.0 41.0
More than 10 years 60.0 30.0
Age of Respondent
Less than 31 41.0 62.0
31 - 50 52.0 38.0
Over 50 63.0 23.0
Sex of Respondent
Male 56.0 35.0
Female 48.0 42.0
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a much greater extent than respondents from either suburbs or
small towns or rural areas. Respondents from suburbs were the
only one of these three groups in whish a higher percentage of
respondents felt that the information they had was insufficient.
Respondents from very large, large, and medium-sized school
systems gave a majority of responses which indicated that they
felt the kinds and amounts of information they had were suffi-
cient. 2Among the educational roles, selection committee members,
members of boards of education, local administrators, and curricu-
lum and materials specialists seemed to be sctisfied with the
amount of information they had. On the other hend, a slight
majority among state administrators and teachers felt that they
had insufficient information about products prior to selection.
Those who had been in their positions more than ten years
appeared to be relatively more satisiied with the z.iount and
kinds of information they had about their products, and those

who were over 50 years of age also felt relatively more satisfied
with the amount of information they had than did younger
respondents.

When those who had indicated that the information they
had prior to selection was insufficient were asked to list
additional information they would like to have, 14.7 percent
listed more information on the performance and the effectiveness
of materials. Another 11.5 percent wanted additional information
on where the materials had been used and by whom. Less than 10
percent of the sample mentioned knowledge about additional

ERIC
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products, advice from professionals, consultants, ox specialists,
and more trials or demonstrations of materials. Thus, while
substantial percentages in different categories of the sample
indicated that theyv wished to have additional information about
products, fewer of them were able to specify precisely what kinds

of information they would like.

Relationships Between Types of Information Sources
and Other Dimensions of Materials Selection

The amount and kinds of information about the products
available to an individual in the school systems may be related to
both his degree of involvement in the selection process and his
knowledge and opinions about different kinds of educational materials.
Illustrations of the possible relationship between these kinds of
variables are presented by data for the total sample (Table 90).

The comparison of respondents' degree of involvement in the selection
process with kinds of information sources is indicated by the average
number of responses per person in these categories. For example,
respondents who were highly involved in materials selection gave,

on the average, fewer than one response per person indicating that
professional personnel were the principal sources of information
about materials for them.

The data presented in Table 91 seem to indicate that
there is no difference between the use of different sources of
information and knowledge about materials. In other words, the
averages for those using professional and nonprofessional
personal sources and those using nonpersonal sources of informa-

tion are nearly identical.
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Table 90

Compariscn of Sources of Information with Involvement in
Selection Process

Respondent's Degree of Involvement in the
Selection Process Generally

Sources of Information Much Little

Personal-Professional
{(conversations with other
educational professionals) 0.6* 0.6

Personzi-Nonprofessional
(salesmen, company

representatives) 0.6 0.6
Personal
Both professional and
nonprofessional 1.2 1.2
Nonpersonal

(circulars, pamphlets,

journals, periodicals,

displays, exhibits,

catalogues, education

information services) ' 0.9 0.9

*Average number of responses per person in this category.
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There are a number of points which emerge from the data
presented in Table 92 which compares information sources and
types of information with views about materials. For example,
the percentage of those mentioning brand names is higher for
those respondents who also have listed nonprofessionals (pri-
marily company representatives) as their principal personal
information sources. Those who use personal sources as their
major sources of information about materials also rank higher
in mentioning specific brand names, specific subject materials,
and different types of products than do respondents who have
listed nonpersonal sources as their principal means of obtaining
information about materials.

Respondents from school systems which have purchased
ETV, ITV, or CCTV systems indicate, in general, a greater use
of perscnazl rather than nonpersonal sources of information.
These re5pond;nts are more likely than other groups to have
information about a product's performance and effectiveness and
about teachers' responses to that product.

Respondents who list programmed instruction material
and systems approach materials as the most important new pur-
chases made by their systems in recent years are individuals
who also have indicated that they received more of the informa-
tion about products, which they obtained from personal sources,
from salesmen and company representatives. Another statistic
reflected in the data in Table 92 is that, of those who felt

that programmed instruction materials are the most important new
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materials, 32 percent also felt that they required additional
information on the performance, effectiveness, or scope of use
of these materials. Of those respondents mentioning systems
approach materials as most important, 26 percent also indicate
the need for these types of additional information. However,
respondents who mentioned systems approach materials as most
important, 26 percent also indicate the need for these types of
additional information. However, respondents who mentioned
systems approach materials also were among those who had most
information prior to selection about performance and effective-

ness and teachers' responses.

Summary of Survey Materials

This chapter has presented data gathered from a survey
of materials selection practices and procedures in ten states.
Responses to survey questions provide data on patterns of influ-
énce, involvement, and characteristics of the materials selection
process in the ien states as well as respondents' perceétions of
the criteria for selection, constraints on selection, strengths
and weaknesses in selection practices, and changes that they
would suggest in the selection procedures in their states. 1In
addition, views about certain types of matexrlals, with special
emphasis on new materials introduced in the past five years,
were surveyed. The survey also attempted to determine how
participants in the selection process received their information

about products, the amounts and kinds of information available
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to them, and their views of its adequacy for their roles in
materials selection. Tables 93, 94, and 95 present summaries
of the findings for each of these three major dimensions of
materials selection.? Although these data treat the materials
selection process in consi-erable depth in the areas surveyed,
they still present only a portion of the total picture of

materials selection in the United States.

2In each of these three tables responses which received
equal percentages of mentions appear on the same line and are
shown in brackets. The responses have been systematically
selected taking into account proportionate variations.
O
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Table 95
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Summary of Data on Information About Materials

General Informaiion

Sources

Conversations with other
education professionals

Journals & periodicals

Salesmen & company
representatives

Display & .xhibits

Connecticut

Wisconsin Journals & periodicals
Advertising circulars
and pamphizts
Conversations with other
education professionals

California Displays & exhibits
Conversations with other
education professionals
Journals & periodicais

Montana Displays & exhibits
Conversations with other
education professionals
Salesmen & company
representatives

Ohio Displays & exhibits
Salesmen & company
representatives
Journals & periodicals

Georgia Displays #. axhibits
Salesmen ' company
1apresentatives
Journals & periodicals
Conversations with other
education professionals

Texas Salesmen & company
[ representatives ]
Displays & exhibits
Florida Conversations with other
education professionals
Salesmen & company
representatives
Official recommendstions

Indiana Salesmen & company
representatives
Displays & exhibits
Journals & periodicals
Advertising circulars
& pamphlets

Conversations with other
education professionals

Displays & exliibits

Journals & pericdicals

North Cuerolina

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Specific Infc m:ation Sources

Textbooks AV equipment

Salesmen & company
representatives

Salesmen & company
representatives

Conversations with other
education professionals

Advertising circular &
pamphlets

Salesmen & company Journals & periodicals

repicscntatives Advertising circulars &
Journals & periodicals pamphlets
. Salesmen & company

representatives

Displavs & exhibits

Conveisations with other
education professionals

Journals & periodicals

Displays & exhibits

Conversations with other
education professionals

Journals & periodicals

Displays & exhibits
Conversations with other
education proefessionals

Salesmen & company
representatives

Displays & exhibits
Salesmen & company

_. Tepresentatives
“Tournals & periodicals]

Salesmen & company
representatives
Displays & exhibits

Advertizing circulars
& r mphlets

Displays & exhibits Displays & exhibits

Salesmen & company Salesmen & company
representatives representatives
Journals & periodicals,

Salesmen & company
repi~sentatives
Dispiays & exhibits

Salesmen & company
representatives

Conversations with other
representatives education professionals

Salesmen & comrpany ]
L Official recommendations

Salesmen §: c~mpany Salesmen & company
represer tatives representatives
Displays & exhibits Dirplays & exhibits

Journals & periodicals Journals & periodicuis
Advertising circulars Advertising circulars
& pamphlets & pamphlets
Conversations “vith other
education professionals

Official recommendstions
Conversations with oifier
education professionals



Connecticut

Wisconsin

California

Montana

Ohio

Georgia

Texas

Florida

Indiana

North Carolina

Amount of Information
About Products*

A great deal of
information

Some information

(Insufficient sample
data)

Quite a bit of
information

Some information

Quite a bit of
information

Quite a bit of
information

Quite a bit of
in‘ormation

Some information
Quite a bit of
information

(No sample data)

Table 95 continued

Kinds of Inforration

Information on perform-
ance & effectiveness
Informatirn from demon-
strations £ previews

Information from samples

information from demon-
strations &  previews

Information from adver-
tising literature

Infcrmation from adver-

tising literature
Information about cost

Informiation from samples

Information from samples

Information from adver-
tising, literature

Information from demon-
straticns & previews

(Insufiicient sample
data)

Information from demon-
strations & previews

Information from adver-
tising literature

Information from recom-
mendations of others
who have used material

Information from adver-
tising literature
Information from adver-
tising terature, samples,
and recommendations
Information about
tcacher’s response

Information from adver-
tising literature

Informatin from demon-
strations & previews

In“ormation irom
samples

)
E TC~|nly the highest percentage response recorded.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Adequacy of Information

Sufficient information

Sufficient to make deci-
sions but not as much
as needed or wanted

Sufficient information

Sufficient information

Sufficient infcrmation

Sufficient to malke deci-
sion but not as much
needed or wanted

Sufficient information

Sufficient information

Sufficient information

Sufficient to make
decision but not as
much needed or wanted

Sufficient information

Sufficient information

246

Additional Information
Desired

Sufficient information

Information on perform-
ance & effectiveness

Sufficient information

Sufficient information

Sufficient information

Information on perform.
ance & effectiveness
Sufficient information

Sufficien’ information

Sufficient information

Information on perform-
ance effectiveness
More demonstrations
Information on scope
& range of use

Sufficient information



CHAPTER 1V

MATERIALS PRODUCERS' PERCEPTIONS

OF THE SELECTION PROCESS




CHAPTER IV

MATERIALS PRODUCERS' PERCEPTIONS OF THE
SELECTION PROCESS

A perspective on the materials seléection process often
omi:tted in discussions is that of the producers of materials.
Yet, it has been suggested that the views of marketing managers
and sales personnel from the materials industries on who makes
selection decisions for school systems at all levels may affect
the pattern of influence in selection. The perceptions which
structure the activities of salesmen may serve, therefore, to
reinforce existing patterns or to initiate changes in patterns
of materials selection.

How do those individuals who manufacture and sell educa-
tional materials to schools describe the ways in which mat=rials
are selected? Whom do materials producers regard as most influ-
ential in determining which materials are selected to be pur-
chased? How do they think state systems and local school systems
differ in their selection practices? Wwhat differences do they
perceive in selection practices according to the type of product?
To the level of instruction? To subject matter? Is there consensus
emong the industry's representatives on these questions, or do they
differ according to the company's size, product line, or

orientation?
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IED's study sought answers to these questions using two
methods, one quite structured and one relatively unstructured.
Data on the materials selection process gathered by both methods
are presented in this chapter in four sections: (1) locus or influ-
ence in the fifty states, (2) producers' views of criteria. (3)
strategies and tactics of producers, and (4) constraints, strengths,

weaknesses, and trends in materials selection processes.

Locus of Influence in the Fifty States )

On the st:uctured instruments the rankings made by
producers' representatives of the relative influence of indi-
viduals and groups in the fifty states correspond quite closely
to the formal allocation of decision-making power contained in
state statutes. For the rigid adoption states and laissez-faire
states, the end points on a continuum of centralized decision
making, state-level selection committees and local teachers and
administrators respectively were ranked as most important in
textbook selection. Table 96 presents the listing of units
ranked first, second, and third in order of influence in the
selection of both textbooks and nonbook materials by representa-
tives of the materials industries.

The table shows that the patterns which emerge for
nonbook materials selection are often quite different from
those characterizing the selection of textbooks. This may be
attributed to the lack of legal requirements and restrictions

on the selection of nonbock materials. In the absence of formal
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requirements and state-level surveillance of the selection of
these kinds of products, the locus of influence in selection
decision-making is likely to be on the district, city or town,
school, or classroom level.

Table 97 summarizes materials producefs' views of who
is influential according to the type of unit and product. These
data show that there are only seven instances of state-level
units which were considered influential in the selection of
nonbook materials and only two instances of state-level units
receiving a ranking of first place. In contrast, a total of 26
state-level units were perceived as being influential in the
selection of textbooks. As one might expect, state selection
committees received a ranking of first place in nineteen states
and a ranking of second or third place in two states each, a
total of 23 mentions in the case of textbook selection.

One of the most interesting findings reflected in Tables
96 and 97 is the view that selection committees are the princi-
pal decision makers regardless of the level or type of materials
involved. In the selection of textbooks, state-level selection
committees received 23 mentions, as has been noted, 19 of them
for "first" importance. There are 15 mentions of county selec-
tion committees, 30 mentions of city or town selection committees,
29 of district committees (which may Oor may not correspond to
city or town boundaries) 25 of school selection committees, and
22 of department selection committees. Individuals such as

teachers, principals, and curriculum and media specialists were
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mentioned much less frequently by industry respondents. This

is not to say that individuals £illing these roles do not par-
ticipate in materials selection but that they are likely, in

the views of these responderts, to participate most significantly
as members of committees or groups.

In the selection of nonbook materials, individuals,
particularly department chairmen and school principals, are
thought to exercise more influence. Department chairmen received
the highest total number of mentions (37) for any unit, princi-
pals received the third highest number of mentions (32), and
district curriculum specialists were fifth highest (17). How-
ever, department selection committees received the highest
number of mentions (25) for first-place ranking in terms of
influence for nonbook materials. Only seven mentions were made
of any units on the state level; three of these were of state
selection committees, and four were state media directors, who
were specifically mentioned by the resrondents in completing
the survey instruments but are coded as "others" in
Takle 97.

Neither superintendents, boards of education, nor
organized interest groups on any of the geépolitical or adminis-
trative levels were regarded as important points of influence
in the selection process for either textbooks or nonbook
materials. However, county and local unit superintendents were
thought to be slightly more important than state or district

superintendents in the selection of nonbook materials. Also
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mentioned a number of times as important in the selection of
nonbook materials were audiovisual (or media) directors (or

coordinators) . This position was particularly noted at the

district level at which the role of AV director received 15

mentions six for first importance.

During our informal meetings with industry representa-~
tives, they were asked again f£for their rankings of individvals
and groups most influential in selecting different types of
materials. In the case of textbooks, participants in the meet-
ings felt that at the elementary level the local curriculum
coordinator and principal were “key" people and, therefore,
were those to whom they usually directed their sales efforts.

At the high school level, the department chairman was considered
the most important person to "sell"™ on a particular product line.

For nonbook materials, producers' representatives in
our meetings attributed greater importance tc audiovisual
directors than they had in responding to the structured instru-
ments. They felt that materials specialists were becoming
increasingly important in rural communities and in areas where
there was pooling of resources and sharing of many kinds of
materials.

Selection committees on all levels were accorded high
rankings by participants at the meetings, with special importance
attached to the roles of selection committees at the district,

city or town, and school levels.




Producers' Views of Materials Selection Criteria

The producers' representatives defined what they con-
sidered to be relevant criteria used by educators in the selection
of instructional materials. Four criteria were listed: (1)
quality; (2) utility; (3) cost; and (4) "innovativeness."

Prcducers indicated that the importance of these criteria
in selection decisions varied according to the type of educa-
tional professional making the decision, the instructional level
he represented, and the type of materials (whether textbooks or
nonbook materials). At the high school and junior high school
levels, they added the dimension of specific subject areas
as a factor in determining the relative weights given to
selection criteria.

The quality of the product was the first selection cri-
terion mentioned. This, the participants stressed, referred nct
to the educational substance of the material but rather to the
guality of its physical construction ar«l its durability cver
time for classroom use.

A second criterion mentioned was the product's utility--
how easy the material is to use in the classroom on a day-to-day
basis. Since the teacher is the consumer, according to the
producers, materials which facilitate the teacher's job are
considered materials that will sell more easily. The teacher,
particularly the elementary school teacher, they indicated, is
not interested in the concepts which underlie development of a

product, but .ather in how easy it is to use and how suitable
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it is for the prescribed curriculum. Materials are designed
for teacher use, and a major problem in selling materials

to teachers is giving the teacher confidence that he will be
able to use the product satisfactorily in the classroom.
Producers believed that teachers are more interested in whether
a material is "teachable" than in what is taught or in more
abstract educational objectives. These considerations, the
producers indicated, correspond to teachers' interests in
consuming class-time and maintaining discipline and an crderly
classroom. The cost of materials and "innovativeness" were
mentioned third and fourth respectively as important factors
in selection.

In discussing the views of producers of the decision
criteria for the selection of materials, distinctions must be
made between (1) whether textbooks or nonbook materials are
being selected, (2) whether a teacher or an administrator is
making the selection, and (3) whether the selection is to be
made for elementary or high school levels, and for what subject
areas at these levels. Materials producers' rankings of
selection criteria along these dimensions are summarized in
Table 98. The criteria are numbered from 1 to 4 in order of
their importance.

If a teacher was making the decision, usefulness in the
classroom was seen as the most important criterion. If an
administrator, particularly on the elenmentary level, was making

the decision, educational goals and the guality cof the product
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were likely to be more important. Subject matter experts and
materials coordinators, important in selection at both the
elementary and the secondary levels, were likely to take quality
and "innovativeness" into consideration to a greater degree.
Administrators were interested in cost as a second most important
factor. The superintendent's major concern in materials selec-
tion, according to our participants, was that of minimizing
trouble. His secondary consideration, they believed, was to
keep within budgetary limitations. The superintendent was
viewed as unlikely to choose materials, whether textbooks or
nonbook materials, which might result in community controversy
or in difficulties for teachers in the classroom.

In the case of textbooks, producers' representatives
noted that, since many states have state-wide adoptions for
varying lengths of time and since textbooks are likely to be
in use for a number of years, the durability and gquality of
materials is important in making selections. At the high school
and junior high school levels, subject matter also may be a
factor in the ranking of the four selection criteria. Mathe-
matics and science teachers, more than teachers in other areas,
are accustomed to change and likely to consider "innovativeness"
as an important factor in materials selection, according to the
éroducers. Teachers in social studies and English are consi-
dered more resistant to change and more interested in "teachability."

There was some difference of opinion among producers on the

matter of the availability of funds and its relation to selection
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criteria. Some said that money was the crucial variable.
Pronponents of this view argued that below a czeztain level of
budgeting, it warc not possible to select materials on bases
other than cost and durability. Other producers indicated that
not only the percentage of money allocated to schools but also
the economic and social structure of the community were impor-
tant factors in influencing the amount which could and would

be spent on different kinds of educational materials. Thus, the
school systems most likely to adopt new or innovative materials
were those with large portions of their budgets allocated for
materials and whese administrators were oriented towards the
adoption of innovative materials. The consensus was that amount
of money available for materials, though an important factor in
influencing the adoption and selection of new materials, was by
no means the only consideration.

To pursue this point furthexr, the participants in our
study emphasized that textbooks have an established place in
local budgets, whereas the amount and kinds of nonbook materials
purchased are dependent upon the level of discretionary spending.
This varies from city to city and district to district as well
as from year to year. For example, since the passage of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, the amount of
money available to districts has varied; in 1966 there was a
great deal of money available for discretionary spending, and
the amount and variety of nonbook materials purchased sky-
rocketed. In 1967 there was less money available, and in 1968

even less, and less is expected to be spent in 1969.
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Strategies and Tactics of Producers

It was pointed out by producers that selection really
depends upon the effectiveness of marketing effort. It is
extremely important to producers that their marketing divisions
be sensitive to power relationships within educational systems
and be able to pick out the proper unit to approach and the
appropriate sales tactics and appeals to use. Effectiveness
of selling depends upon this sensitivity.

Materials producers use different approaches for various
prospective customers. Since it is helieved that administrators
are likely to respond more favorably than any other group to
materials which require major changes in the approach to subject
matter or the introduction of new subjects, the "innovative"
aspects of new materijials are stressed to a greater degree when
producers approach administrators. This is particularly true
at the elementary school level. Elementary school teachers,
however, according to the participants, are the least likely to
select “innovative" materials and equipment, and major changes in
elementary chassrooms are more likely to occur through materials
which are sold on a system- or district-wide basis. For large
equipment purchases (i.e. planetarium, ITV, CAI, etc.), the sales-
man usually works directly with the superintendent and a materials
specialist and very rarely directly with the teachers.

While administrators and materials specialists continue
to be most important individuals in selecting and purchasing

these kinds of materials, there have been some changes in
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producers' relationships with teachers as far as the use of new
materials is concerned. A number of major producers have estab-
lished training programs for teachers in the use of their
materials. In addition some producers have also established
networks of field representatives who not only train teachers

in the use of new equipment or materials which incorporate new
concepts but who are available also for consultation and for
assistance to teachers on a continuing basis.

Producers believed that the role of "good salesmenship“
cannot be underestimated in the materials selection process.

The first step, particularly in states that have formal textbook
adoption, is to have the materials placed on the state list,
otherwise state funds may not be used for their purchase.

Since salesmen provide the major link between the products
that are available and potential customers who need them, accord-
ing to producers' representatives, companies which lack laxge
and knowledgeable sales forces are presently at a disadvantage
in marketing their products. Textbooks publishers, on the other
hand, have over the years built extensive and capable saies
forces that introduce materials directly at the district and
school levels. Because of the size and experience of their
sales forces, many publishers have built up relationships which
are extremely useful in marketing their products. In fact, the
expectation of using the sales personnel and the experience of
textbook publishers may have served as one of the factors moti-
vating large corporations who wished to expand into the educa-

tional products industry to acquire textbook publishing firms.




272

However, producers' representatives believed that there
are real differences between marketing textbooks and nonbook
educational materials. For example, it is possible to give teachers
copies of textbooks for review, but one cannot give away examination
copies of films withocut actually giving away the product to be sold.
‘From 40 to 40,000 copies of a book may be sold to a particular sys-
tem, whereas four copies of a film may be sufficient for the system.

PFurthermore, producers believed that textbock salesmen
cannot sell nonbook materials. In the first place, textbook
salesmen must work very hard to keep up-to-date on their own
materials and on the cyclical adoptions in adoption states,
and there is not time for them to become familiar with the vast
numbers and kinds of nonbook materials currently available in
many of their companies. However, it was noted that the trend
towards "multi-media units"” makes it increasingly difficult to
sell simply a textbook, particularly if materials are designed
by prodﬁcers to fit together and cannot easily be used as separate
items. Another difference is that nonbook salesmen are likely to
have more contacts with materials specialists and administrators
whereas textbook salesmen are likely to contact selection committees
and individual teachers.

Another problem in marketing materials is that textbook
salesmen and nonbook salesmen need to have different skills.
Participants indicated that there are essential différences in
selling textbooks and nonbook materials and that the textbook
salesmen are "not tuned in" to nonbook materials and not trained

in their use. Furthermore, one participant maintained that
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textbook salesmen resent and feel threatened by the rapid rise
in nonbook materials sales. He felt that textbook salesmen have
a particular psychological set and that the "print syndrome" is
a fundamental part of their perspective on education.

To compensate for the lack of trained sales personnel,
producers of nonbook materials have been relying primarily
on advertising circulars and journals and periodicals. As
nonbook materials producers increase and improve their sales
forces, it is anticipated that this approach will decline in
importance. Both textbook producers and producers of nonbook
materials thought that the direct personal approach is extremely
important, and that it is important for the potential customer
to look at a product, to touch it, and to see how it works.

Nonbook producers need either to retrain old salesmen
or recruit new salesmen. Though it may be possible that socme
textbook salesmen could be retrained to sell nonbook materials,
it might be more effective and efficient in both the long and
short run for nonbook materials producers to recruit entirely
new sales forces. If, as some of our participants hypothesized,
selling textbooks and selling nonbook materials are extremely
different activities requiring different kinds of skills, then
it will be necessary for the nonbook producers to recruit quite
different kinds of people from those who are presently involved
in conventional textbook sales.

Our participant.s maintained that sales strategies for

textbooks do not differ very much from state to state. 1In
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adoption states the first consideration is to get a textbook
on the approved list. After a textbook has been listed in an
adoption state, the representatives of publishers may treat
that state just like any othexr for sales purposes.

For nonbook materials the sales situation is more fluid.
There are, except in a few cases, no state listings and few
legal restrictions. For these kinds of products, instructional
material centers organized on county, district, or regional
bases are assuming increasing impcrtance in many parts of the
country. In these areas the district or county materials
specialists are most important as potential customers, and the
user frequently has little to say about the selection of nonbook
materials.

Another factor affecting sales methods is the manner
through which Title II and othexr Federal money is disbursed in
each state. This determines at which point sales approaches for
materials to be purchased with Title II funds must be made. If
Title IT funds are locally administered or local units are
given blanket grants, the local unit must be approached. 1In
some states, however, Title II funds are centrally administered,
and all materials purchased with Title II funds are selected

at the state level.

Constraints, Strengths, Weaknesses, and Trends

Producers' representatives seemed to think that the major

constraints on the selection of materials are eccnomic. However,
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they also believed that another very important constraint is
the conservatism of many teachers and administrators and their
reluctance to try new materials which may require new methods
of instruction. The producers in our sample did not feel that
community groups and boards of education placed restrictions
upon materials selection in most states. They felt that
instances of pressure from community groups and organizations,
such as the John Birch Society and the American Legion, were
very few in number and that their importance had bheen exaggerated
by the mass media. They also felt that legal restrictions in
adoption states and requirements for textbook publishers to
register and post bond in many states were simply nuisances and
did not, in fact, restrict the selection process to a very great
extent. BSeveral states were mentioned by producers as exceptions
to these generalizations. Those states were among the states
which have been considered to be the most rigid adoption states.
Producers szemed to believe that the involvement of
many kinds of educational professionals at many points in the
selection process is its greatest strength. A weakness which
producers cited was that they often are not permitted to talk
to individual teachers, department chairmen, and selection
committee members. Producers stated that local administrators
in some areas are concerned over the number of sales representa-
tives coming into their systems and are attempting to "protect“

teachers from too many demands upon their time.
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Several clear trends in materials selection were noted
by producers. First, in the case of textbooks, there was a
consensus that the selection process is becoming less centralized,
despite the existence of state-level adoption in nearly half the
states. The numbers of textbooks on state-approved lists is
increasing, and because of the greater importance of supple-
mentary printed materials and library books which usually do
not come under the requirements of state statutes, local authori-
ties have many more options from which to choose.

For nonbook materials, producers noted that the selection
process is becoming more specialized and more centralized. The
growth of regional materials centers and of the sharing of
materials among districts and schools and the increased impor-
tance of materials experts were cited as indications of this.

In summary, textbook publishers and producers of nonbook
materials from companies of various sizes seem to share a common
perception of the materials selection process. They seem to
have well-informed and definite views of who is important in
selection decisions, what their selection criteria are, and
what sales strategies are appropriate to each group. They
believe that formal constraints on selection processes dc 1ot
severely restrict them and that experienced sales personnel
have learned to work around or through the most complicated

materials selection systems.
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DISCUSSION




DISCUSSION

Data describing the materials selection process were
gathere& from three sources. Because of the unique and differ-
ing characteristics of the three data bases, each data source
appropriately describes certain aspects of the materials selec-
tion process. However, although all of the data from the three
sources are not entirely comparable, there are several dimensions
of materials selection processes to which they all have relevance.

In addition, the data reveal differences cf perspective on the

materials selection process among the varicus categories of
respondents as well as differences in the patterns of selection
practices among the various types of school systems.

All three data sources--the state statutes, respondents
to the ten-state survey, and representatives of materials pro-
ducers--provided answers to the question of who is most influen-
tial in making decisions on the selection of educational materials.
211l three sources also offered perspectives on the kinds of con-
straints operating on the materials selection process. Producers'
representatives and respondents to the survey were able to pro-
vide information on the criteria which they felt formed the bases
for the selection of various materials, on the ways in which
selection decisions were reached, and on the relationships of
variables such as educational role and size of school district

to selection practices and views about materials.
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Influence Rankings

The state statutes make clear allocations of authority
and specify the unit and the geopolitical level empowered to
select textbooks. Producers' representatives seemed to feel
that the distribution of influence for textbook selection
generally followed the formal, legal allocation of authority.
They ranked state selection committees first in influence in
adoption states and teachers and lccal administrators as most
important in nonadoption states. Respondents to the ten-state
survey ranked teachers as most influential in the selection of
all types of materials, in eight of the ten states surveyed,
with Indiana and North Carolina the exceptions. Four of the
eight states in which teachers were ranked as most influential
were adoption states. Comparisons of influence rankings for
materials selection decisions from each of the three data
sources are presented in Table 99.

There is an apparent inconsistency between survey
respondents' ranking of teachers as the most important unit in

. selection decisions and producers' listing of selection com-~
mittees on the district, school, or department levels as the

most important unit. This may be explained partially by the

fact that school or'district selection committees are usually
composed of teachers, which would indicate that the perceptions
of producers' representatives in the sample and respondents to
the ten-state survey on who is influential in materials selection

seem to correspond. There tended to be an agreement between
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producers' representatives and survey respondents that local
administrators--principals and superintendents--ranked second
in importance in materials selection and that curriculum and
materials specialists ranked third.

Survey respondents indicated few differences among the
patterns of influence distribution for the selection of textbooks
and the selection of other types of educational materials. Pro-
ducers' representatives, however, believed that there were dif-
ferent patterns of influence for the selection of nonbook
materials in both adoption and nonadoption states, but that in
nonadoption states the differences between selection patterns
for the various types of materials were not so marked.

An important finding is that neither survey respondents
nor producers' representatives attributed influence in materials
selection to organized interest groups at any geopolitical level.
In addition, the influence of lay boards of education was con-
sidered to be quite limited for most selection decisions. An
exce?tion, cited by producers' representatives, is that lay
boards of education were influential in large or costly purchases
of new equipment, particularly such items as ETV, ITV, CCTV
system:, and CAI. Although in many cases these kinds of materials
have been introduced tc schools through experimental programs
sponsored by the Federal government, universities, or eguipment
manufacturers, an increasing number of school systems have been
purchasing these materials. For these more costly materials,
producers reported boards of education tend to have greater

influence in selection decisions.
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Despite the major influence and importance attributed

to teachers in the selection of all types of materials by ithem-
selves and by others in the survey, this view may have to be
qualified. It may be that the real authority of teachers over
selection decisions may be more limited than teachers and others
in the survey perceive. This may be particularly true when the
selection committee of a more inclusive administrative unit
screens materials and delimits the options from which individual
teachers may choose. The potential significance of the distinc-
tion between influence and the number of options available may

warrant further investigation.

Constraints on the Selection of Materials

The laws in many states include provisions which may be
interpreted as imposing constraints upon the materials selection
process by 5pecifying'the points at which decisions are made,
by requiring the involvement of many different agencies in
selection decisions, or by requiring producers to conform to
certain procedures. However, neither producers' renresentatives
nor respondents to the ten-state survey felt that these provisions
actually imposed important constraints. One reason for their
views might be that the state laws governing materials selection
apély only to the select.on of basic textbooks. Thus, the
selection of all other types of materials, including supplementary
textbooks, is-less strictly regulated by the state and there is

usually a great deal of local control. Another reason might be
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that, in states in which the legally prescribed process is
unusually complex, both producers and educators have evolved
ways of working around the formal prccedures.

The constraints in the laws which could be interpreted
as most restrictive on materials selection were those regulating
the length of time between adoptions of textbooks and those pre-
scribing the course of instruction.

The data on substantive constraints may prove to be the
most interesting data from the statute analysis. The prescrip-
tion of curricuium by state statute, either in general or speci~
fically sequenced by grade, may be an important type of constraint.
If the selection unit, no matter at which level, is limited by
the legal requirement that certain subjects must be taught and
must be taught in a particular order and at a particular grade
level, this could well influence which textbooks and materials
are selected and purchased in that state. There are 21 states in
which some portions of the curriculum are spe-rified by state
statute, and 11 states in which the sequence and grade level at
which materials are to be taught are also specified. Of these 11,
six are adoption states and five are nonadoptioi: states. It
is possible that these kinds of curriculum prescriptions may
reprasent a very significant source of constraints on the materials
selection process. However, specific legal prescriptions and
prohibition on the substance of materials were not mentioned by
either grou) of respondents as constra:nts upon the selection

process. Survey respondents may have taken these kinds of

CC
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constraints into consideration indirectly when they noted that
the materials to be chosen or the materials offered for sale
should be appropriate to the curriculum.

The overriding constraint which those involved in
materials selection systems seem to perceive is a financial
one. Financial limitations were mentioned as the most serious
constraint on materials selection by survey respondents from
all types of districts and from all states. Many respcndents
indicated that Federal funds had ameliorated the situation
somewhat. But it is possible that Federal funds and the increase
in the variety and types of materials produced by the industry
in response to the availability of Federal funds have raised
the expectations and desires of educational personnel. Thus,
they may feel the economic constraints are more oppressive
than they actually are.

The "nonprogressive" attitudes of some educational
professionals toward new materials and economic factors were
considered equally important by producers' representatives as
potential constraints on the materials selection process.
Producers believed that reluctance to change often prevented
the selection of new materials. Producers of nonbook materials
particularly referred to the "conservatism" of many educators
as a constraint on selection of the types of products they
sold. Neither group of respondents considered political con-
straints or constraints stemming from the pressures of community

groups to be important.
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Factors such as lack of information about materials,
the kinds of materials available, and the prescribed curriculum
may also act as constraints upon materials selection. However,
these factors were not directly mentioned by either producers'
representatives or survey respondents as possible constraints.
These kinds of constraints may be viewed as inherent in the
selection system rather than based on external or environmental
considerations as legal and economic constraints are. Thus,
they may affect the selection process in ways somewhat more
subtle than legal or economic factors, and they may bhe less

obvious to those involved in materials selection.

Selection Criteria

When portions of the curriculum are specified by law,
these specifications may be interpreted as criteria which
substantive materials must satisfy. Indeed, the criterion
for the selection of materials most frequently mentioned by
survey respondents was that materials be suitable to the cur-
riculum. An additional and even more indirect set of selection
criteria stemming from statutes may be "built in" to the selection
process, particularly in the more centralized adoption states,
by the choice of persons to f£ill positions on statewide selection
committees.

Although producers listed fewer criteria than survey
respondents, their list of criteria spanned equally as wide a

range of dimensions as the criteria listed by survey respondents
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and were more explicitly defined than those of survey respondernts.
Producers indicated that criteria used in selecting materials
could be differentiated according to the type of material and
according to the educational role of those making the selection.
Survey respondents generally did not indicate that such distinc-
tions were important. However, survey respondents did make
distinctions between what they considered to be the criteria
they would use in making selection decisions and the criteria
which they believed actually influenced the final decisions. 1In
the latter category, cost and other "non-learning oriented"
criteria, such as physical durability and dependability, were
considered to be more important than "learning-oriented”
criteria. Most respondents believed learning-oriented criteria
formed the basis for their own choices. | |

For many respondents there is a discrepancy between what
they perceive as their own selection criteria and those criteria
on which they believe the final selection decisions are based.
These perceptions may be in contradiction to the views most
respondents have of their own roles, influence, and importance
in the selection process. If respondents, particularly those
who are teachers, local administrators, members of local selection
committees, and curriculum and materials specialists, have the
degree of influence and importance which they believe they have
in materials selection, then it might be expected'that their own
criteria should be the final decision criteria as well. Clearly
this is an area of the selection process that deserves further

study.
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If only final decision criteria are considered, then
there is a high degree of consensus between producers' repre-
sentatives and survey respondents on materials selection criteria.
Cost and gquality, in terms of physical durability and dependability,
were perceived to be most important by koth groups.

Another interesting finding from the data on selection
criteria in the survey is that all categories of respondents tended
to speak of criteria other than cost and durability and depend-
ability ig very general terms. This may imply that individual
respondents interpret criteria such as "teachability" and "relevance
to the curriculum” in highly subjective ways. Or it may be, as
some producers’® representatives indicated, that many educators,
confronted with the variety of new equipment and materials incor-
porating new methodé, are not certain what criteria should be used
in selecting these products other than cost and durability, and

therefore must rely on their own intuitive judgements.

Views About Materials and Information About Materials

Although textbooks are still regarded as the basic
instructional tool, both survey respondents and producers'
representatives noted the marked increase in the number and
variety of other products which are used in schools today.
Audiovisual equipment and materials were especially cited as
increasing in importance during the past five years. Respondents
from every type of school district indicated that audiovisual

equipment of some sort was available for use in their schools.




291

More recently developed equipment and more technically
complicated egquipment and inaterials, sucﬁ as ETv, ITV, CCTV
systems and CAI, are not so widely known and fewer school systems
have purchased them. Producers' representatives attributed the
lack of wide acceptance of these types of materials not only to
factors such as cost but also to the reluctance of educational
professionals to adapt to change. Educational professionals,
on the other hand, indicated that much of the new equipment and
many of the new materials on the market did not, in their view,
actually facilitate either teaching or learning. Their lack of
enthusiasm for many types of new products, they believed,
reflected their ability as professionals to discriminate between
what was useful to them and what was not. These views about new
materials were among.major points of discrepancy betwsen the
perceptions of producers' representatives and those of educa-
tional professionals in the study. It is quite clear that the
images and views which major groups of participants in the
materials Jdevelopment and distribution system have of each other
is an area for more detailed examination.

Professionals at all levels in the educational system
tend to select and use materials about which they have most
knowledge; conversely, they tend to have more knowledge of
those products which their school systems already own.
Channeling information about materials to those making selection
decisions is a means of breaking this cycle. Thus, producers'

representatives indicate that getting necessary information
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about materials to the "right" people in every school system
is the major focus of their marketing efforts.

Findings of this study on the sources of information
have tended to corroborate other studies about materials which
have shown that advertising and information about products is
more effective when it is reinforced by personal communications.
For many educational professionals, information is most effective
when conveyed by a respected peer or colleague. Thus, educa-
tional personnel and salesmen, in that order, were regarded as
most important information sources by nearly all categories of
respondents. Personal sources of information were considered
by respondents to be more important than any form of ncapersonal
information sources. Displays and exhibits were, however, con-
sidered to be a most important initial source of inférmation
about new products. Many survey respondents expressed a wish
for additional displays and exhibits of new products. Most
respondents believed that they ha¢ a sufficient amount of
information about products and that the kinds of information
that they had were adequate to their role in the selection
process. Respondents in the survey who said they needed more
information generally did no£ specify what kinds of additional

information they would like to have.

Perspectives on the Materials Selection Process

Perspectives on the materials selection process differ
according to the educational role of respondents. From the data

collected from producers' representatives and survey respondents,
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a major factor systematically differentiating the views about
materials and their selection seemed to Le "distance from the
classroom." For producers' representatives, an additional factor,
the types of products that they were selling, also seemed to be
related to their perspectives on the materials selection process.
Educational role was the only personal characteristic of
respondents to the survey according to which patterns of responses
could be differentiated. From data in which responses are cate-
gorized according to age, sex, or length of tenure of respondents
En the survey, no basis for differentiating views about materials

1 Furthermore, simi-

selection appears along these dimensions.
larities and differences among views of respondents in various
roles on aspects of the selection process seemed to be related

to how far removed respondents were from classroom teéching. In
other words, perspectives of teachers and selection committee
members {many of whom are teachers), those closest to the classroom,
were often similar; views of local administrators and curriculum
and materials specialists often coincided, and state administrators
and board of education members and nonprofessionals, those furthest
away from the classroom, often had similar views of materials
selection. These patterns are evident in analyzing the responses
on perceptions of influence, importance, and selection process

characteristics. In addition, board of education members and

nonprofessionals differed from other groups in the sample most

lsee Tables 50, 55, 57, 59, 61, 63, 66, 74, 77, 18, 179,
82, 84, 88, and 89.
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markedly and most frequently. This was especially true for
the perceptions of the range of choice respondents believed
they ha¢ among materials, for the criteria which they indicated
underlay both their own selection and final selection decisions,
and for their sources of information. Teachers also differed
from other groups of respondents in terms of the number of
constraints they perceived in materials selection, their views
of the impact of Federal funds, their views of the sources of
funds for materials, and their information sources. State and
local administrators had views similar to each other on these
questions. These two categories of respondents also differad from
other survey respondents in their perceptions of the kinds and
relative importance of various categories of constraints on materials
selection and on their views of various types of matérials.

| All groups except board of education members felt that
learning-oriented criteria governed their own choices. There
was little disagreement among those in the various roles that
nonlearning-oriented criteria were important in final decisions.
However, differentiation according to role was evident on views
of materials and of sources and sufficiency of information.
Members of selection committees cited nonprofessionals, especially
materials salesmen, as sources of information about products.
Curriculum and materials specialists knew more about new products
and also cited nonprofessionals such as salesmen as important
information sources. Teachers felt that information about new

products was insufficient more than those in any other role.
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The degree to which one was involved in the materials
selection process also seemed to differentiate a person's
perceptions of the processes. For example, those who were more
involved felt that there were administrative, political, and
fiscal constraints on the process to a greater extent than those
less involved. This is to be expected since individuals highly
involved in selection are more directly and closely affected by
constraints. There also seems to be a relationship between the
kinds of criteria that respondents cited and their perceptions
of the sources of constraints. Those who felt that economic
criteria were crucial in selection also tended to perceive the
constraints on the process as primarily economic. Those who
were more involved also cited more strengti.s and weaknesses and
suggested more changes in the process again because of their
greater familiarity with the selection process. Those more
involved in selection, to a greater extent than those less
involved, also knew more about new products and tended to attribute
changes both to the iacreased interest and competernce of teachers
and to the efforts of materials producers. In addition, those who
were more involved used salesmen as information sources more
frequently and chann=z2led information about products into their
school systems. They also, as might be expected, knew more brand
names and listed more specific subject materials.

The perspectives of producers' representatives of the
materials selection process were differentiated by the type of
materials they were selling. Representatives of textbook publish-

ing companies knew a great deal about local selection practices




and were able to describe trends and patterns in different
localities. Nonbook producers, more than textbook producers,
seemed to have generalized stereotypes of educators involved
in selection processes. However, both groups of producers
had more negative stereotypes of educators than educators had
of producers. Producers felt that the selection process for
nonbook materials is becoming more centralized and that the
selection process for textbooks is becoming more decentralized.
Overall, perspectives of produicers and survey respondents
on the materials selection do not differ as much as might be
expected. Differences which appeared between the views of
these two categories of respondents concerned the criteria on
which selections were based, the value of various types of
materials, and the importance and adequacy of various informa-
tion sources. Producers' representatives also appeared to be
less satisfied with current selection practices than survey

respondents.

Patterns of Materials Selection

Producers' representétives indicated that the distinc-
tions based upon state textbook selection practices were not
important bases for the differentiation of patterns of materials
selection. In the first place, as has been pointed out, state
statutes apply only to the selection of basic textbooks.
Secondly, all states except the twelve most restrictive adoption

states, permit a great deal of local autoncuy in materials
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selection, even for textbooks. Finally, even in states where
there are complicated legal procedures, producers and educa-
tional professionals have evolved means of working around cr
through them.

Results of the ten-state survey corroborated the pro-
ducers' view that the adoption-nonadoption dichotomy is not
relevant for identifying patterns of materials selection pro-
cedures. The characteristics of the local unit (i.e. whether
it is urban, suburban, or a small town or rural area), and,
to a lesser extent, the size of the school system enrollment
seemed to be the dimensions along which patterns of materials
selection can be differentiated. In other words, large urban
school systems, from'no matter which state, were likely to have
similar selection practices and to differ from small towns and
rural areas even in their own states.

Type of unit (urban, suburban, rural) was the dimension
along which there was consistently most systematic differentia-
tion in descriptions of materials selection. This may be seen
from all the tables which categorize the survey data according

to selected sample characteristics.2 In many instances, there

were more similarities between characteristics of the selection
process in urban areas and in small towns and rural areas than
between either of these kinds of units and suburbs. The patterns
in suburbs and small towns were similar to each other on fewer

dimensions of the selection process.

See Tables 46, 50, 55, 57, 59, 61, 63, 66, 74, 77, 178,
79, 82, 84, 88, and 89.
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Respondents from suburbs showed most marked differentia-
tion from other units (1) in their perceptions of who was influ-
ential in materials selection, {2) in their descriptions of the
selection process in ‘"heir school systems, (3) in their percep-
tions of the range of choice among products and the amcunt of
freedom they believe they have, and {(4) in the criteria which
they believe underlie selection decisions. Suburban respondents
also differ from respondents in other types of units with regard
to their perceptions of the reasons for changes in the educa-
tional system and the sources and impact of Federal funds.
Suburban respondents, in addition,.have different patterns of
responses on questions of information. They tend to use fewer
personal information sources and to perceive that the amount of
information they have is insufficient to a greater degree than
respondents from other types of units.

Respondents from urban areas differ from those of the other
categories of respondents in their perceptions of both the number
and kinds of constraints on the selection proceés and in their per-
ceptions of weaknesses in the selection process. Urban respon-
dents also indicated more changes and more specific kinds of
changes they would like to see in the procedures for materials
selection. There were also differences in the kinds of new
materials considered important by respondents from urban areas
and in the sources from which they obtained information about

products.
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Size of school district enrollment was also a differen-
tiating factor in patterns of selectior practices, thcugh not as
often a point of marked differentiation as the type of unit.3
Moreover, the patterns of differences among the three size
categories were not consistent.

Although the patterns of differentiation are less clear
along the dimension of size, it seems that very large and medium-
sized systems differed from the others and from each other most
frequently. Very large units differ from the other two in the
responses given for (1) descriptions of selection process char-
acteristics, (2) perceptions of comnstraints, and (3) suggestions
for changes. 1In all three of these cases, the responses\ffom
very large systems corresponded closely to those given by
respondents from urban areas. Thus, responses indicating
greater complexity in materials selection processes, more
political and community pressures as constraints, and greater
desire for changes in selection practices given by respondents
from urban school systems were corroborated by responses from
very large systems.

Medium-sized districts seemed to differ from other size
categories along the following dimensions: (1) the reasons for

changes in materials, (2) the sources of funds and their relative

3Although there was a relatively high correspondence
between the categories for types of unit {(urban, suburban and
small! town and rural) and school system sizes (very large, large,
and nmedium-~-sized) , the relationship was not exact. WNot all
urban areas fell into the very large category, and suburbs in
the sample ranged from medium-sized school districts to large
ones.
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importance, (3) the types of information sources, and (4) the
adeguacy of information about materials. However, the relation-
ship between the differentiation by size and by type of unit for
medium-sized districts and suburban districts is not as definite
as that between very large systems and urban areas since the
overlap between categories is not as complete in the former case
as in the latter.

In addition, producers' representatives also pointed out
that the patterns and practices of selection are more likely to
be related to the size and complexity of the school district than
to formal procedural reguirements or state statutory patterns.

Our data indicate that patterns of materials selection
practices might also be differentiated according to the relative
importance of various types of constraints on the selection pro~-
cess. In some school systems, for example, external constraints
such as administrative regulations and political and community
groups pressures may be more important sources of constraints.
In other school systems, economic constraints may be most impor-
tant. In still other school systems, the most important constraints
may be those which are inherent in the selection system itself.

Such constraints may take the form of limitations stem-
ming from (1) the amounts and kinds of informztion available,

(2) the knowledge and perspectives of individuals, (3) the pro-
ducts which are available, aud (4) the manner in which products
are marketed. Thus, the locus of constraints upon the selection
process may be a useful way of differentiating among patterns
and practices of materials selection.

ERIC
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CONCLUSIONS

A prevalent image of the materials selection process is
that archaic legal restrictions regulating both the substance
of materials and the procedures by which materials are selected
constitute a principal impsdiment to the adoption of new materials.
According to this view of materials selection, the laws permit
politically appointed members of state or local textbook com-
missions (who are not educational professionals) to hold office
for long periods of time. During their tenure they tend to
impose their cultural and ideological preferences upon public
school education in their states or districts by selecting only
materials which represent, or at least do not offend their per-
sonal biases. Classroom teachers and curriculum and materials
specialists are often excluded from the selection process or
their wishes are ignored. A corollary to this view holds that
personnel in minor administrative positions in purchasing offices
ultimately decide what materials are available for c¢lassroom use
in a school district.

These images have not been verified by the data on the
materials selection process from any of the three sources we
have explored. On a national basis, materials selection pro-
cesses have been found to be decentralized, highly differentiated,

and unsystematic.
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State boundaries and the statutory provisions regulating
textbook selection withiﬁ the states were not found to be the
most important factor which differentiated materials selection
practices. With the exception of a few of the most rigid adoption
states, and then only in the case of textbooks, patterns of
selection did not differ greatly between adoption and nonadoption
states. The lack of differentiation according to state statute
was corroborated by the views of materials producers and by the
data .rom the ten-state survey. Differences between responses
from samples in Connecticut and Florida, for example, were not
systematically related to the formal structure of their textbook
selection procedures.

The selection of materials for the public schools is a
very localized process. The systemetic differences which may be
discerned among patterns of materials selection seem to be based
on the size of the district involved,whether it is urban, suburban,
or rural, its social and economic character, and the attitudes
of school system personnel who are influential and involved in
materials selection.

Local patterns and procedures for materials selection did
not seem to differ for the various types of materials. States
with the most rigid textbook adoption procedures were exceptions
to this. In these states nonbook materials were not chosen by
the same methods that characterized textbook selection. Another
exception involved the selection and purchase of items such as

CAI, or ETv, ITV, CCTV systems which would have wider than class-
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room use and which involved major expenditures of funds. Data
are fragmentary since so few districts have purchased these
items, but in those districts that have purchased this type of
equipment the selection process appears to have been more
complicated and to have involved more participants, both pro-
fessional and nonprofessional, than the selection of more tra-
ditional materials.

The materials selection process, according to our data,
is clearly the function of educational professionals. Despite
the publicity given to the attempts of organized interest groups
to influence materials selection, such instances are extremely
rare in the views of both materials producers and respondents
to the ten-state survey. Indeed, in most states, members of
local school boards are the only nonprofessionals involved in

materials selection, and they indicate that they tend to rely

on the recommendations and selections of other members
system conveyed to them by the superintendent ven in those
adoption states in which, according-to their laws, the state
textbook selection cqgggf“ e is composed of nonprofessionals,
members of the committee customarily have advice from educational
professionals, through either formal or informal channels, to aid
them in selection.

&nother aspect of the professionalization of materials
selection processes is evident in increased specialization of
functions among school personnel. Curriculum and materials

specialists are relatively new educational roles, and they were

roles cited as quite frequently influential in materials select’on
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by both materials producers and respondents to the survey. One
might speculate that as materials become more technologically
sophisticated and the varieties of materials increase, these
positions and the persons who occupy them will become more
influential in determining what materials are selected.

Two seemingly contradicfory trends were noted with regard
to the area or geopolitical unit for which selections were made.
On the one hand, in many suburban areas, less inclusive local
units, such as individual schools and clasiggcms, seemed to

have greater influence over the selection of materials which

they would use. QE/;he/6EH;;’hand, in many rural areas, county
and regio a%/ﬁggg;ials centers appeared to be increasing in number

_—and importance. Most large cities appeared to be making selections
on either a city-wide or district-wide basis.

In all types of areas, selection by committee rather than
by individual appeared to be the most prevalent practice. Even
though teachers in the survey were regarded as the most influen-
tial type of educational personnel in selection, most teachers
exercised their influence and were involved in the selection of
materials through their membership on materials selection com-
mittees in their schools, departments, or subject areas.

Views of various aspects of the materials selection pro-
cess appear to differ according to the educational role of
respondents., Similarities among respondents' perspectives on
materials selection seemed to be related to their distance from

the classroom. For example, classroom teachers' views of
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materials selection differed most frequently and most markedly
from those of board of education members. However, materials
salesmens' views of the selection process did not differ from
the views of survey respondents to the extent that might have
been expected. There seemed to be substantial consensus among
all categories of respondents on the locus of decision making

for various types of materials and the characteristics of selec-
tion processes. Differences between survey respondents and pro-
ducers' representatives views were evident on (1) the various
criteria on which selections were based, (2) the value of various
types of materials, (3) the importance and adequacy of the various
sources from which those who selected materials obtained their
information, and (4) the evaluation of selection practices.

Defining the criteria underlying selections among
materials presented major difficulties both for survey respon-
dents and producers' representatives. All criteria, except
cost, were couched in very general terms, indicating perhaps
that the relationship between materials and the teaching and
learning process is itself as yet undefined; thus, neither
school personnel nor producers may know what are the appropriate
questions to ask about materials.

Aside from cost, the most frequently mentioned criterion
was that substantive materials be selected to fit the curriculum.
This fact would scem to make the curriculum a principal constraint
upon what materials are selected, and it has implications for the

selectors and users of materials as well as for materials producers.



306

If materials are chosen to fit a predetermined curriculum, selec-
tors are not entirely free to choose materials they consider
"best" or most appropriate; teachers who use materials are
similarly restricted in the materials available to them; and
materials producers, who wish their products to be selected,
are likely to design and produce substantive materials which
correspond to the requirements of various curricula. In most
states some aspects of the curriculum are specified in state
statutes but in general terms. For example, a state statute
may make American History mandatory for all students in high
school, but the scope and approach to the subject are left to
the discretion of those who define the cwurriculum.

This study did not inquire in detail into specific brands
of materials which had been selected and purchased, though it
did attempt to explore the selection and purchase of different
types or categories of materials. The findings supported the
observations of other commentators on materials selection who
have noted that technically advanced equipment has not proved
to be as "popular" as producers had expected. Although there is
a wide variety of electronic and audiovisual equipment available,
and although more companies are joining the ranks of producers
of these materials every year,'educational personnel in the sur-
vey, particularly teachers, seemed to indicate a reluctance to
choose such items unless they could see a direct relatinnship
betwezsn the use of these materials and their own classioom role

and teaching style. Teachers seem to feel that materials should
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facilitate their job as teachers as well as the education of
their students. Despite the views of some producers, teachers
and other educational personnel do not seem to be categorically
opposed to change or to new equipment; they do however appear

to be skeptical of gadgets and wish to reserve the right to
determine whether or not such equipment is valuable and useful
for them. Once convinced of the utility of a product, such as
the overhead projector, which was cited overwhelmingly by the
survey sample as the most jmportant new product of ﬁhe last decade,
the product is likelv to come into widespread use in every type
of school district. This is particulzrly true if the product, as
in the case of the overhead projector, has a relatively low unit
cost and is flexible, adaptable, and easy to use.

The amounts, kinds, and sources of information about
products did not vary systematically accoxzding to types of dis-~
tricts or types of products, and the relationship of information
about materials to selection practices remains unclear. However,
the survey results indicated that personal sources of information
were generally considered more important than nonpersonal sources.
This finding seems to corroborate communications studies which
show that information, particularly information about new pro-
ducts or new ideas, has a greatér impact when transmitted through

or reinforced by personal sources.l

1Elihu Katz, "The Diffusion of New Ideas and Practices"
in Wilbur Schramm (Ed.) The Science of Human Communication
(New York: Basic Books, 1963), pp. 77-93; see also Everett M.
Rogers, The Diffusion of Innovations (New York: The Free Press,
1962) . ’
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Financial limitations are considered the most important
constraint on materials selection. Respondents to the survey
did not perceive either state or Federal regulations or offi-
cials or organized interest groups at any level as imposing
conétraints upon their freedom of choice. They regarded shor-
tages of funds as the only real limitation. In the case of
newer materials which might represent or imply the use of dif-
ferent teaching techniques, materials producers view the atti-
tudes of school personnel as equally important as economic
factors in acting as potential constraints upon the selection
of materials. Neither constraints inherent in the curriculum
nor limitations on selection stemming £from incomplete informa-
tion about the alternatives among products were perceived as
important by producers or survey respondents. However, it
would seem that these latter kinds of constraints might, in
fact, impose more significant limitat%ons on the selection of
materials.

Still another potential limitation on the kinds of
materials which may be selected is the range of materials
available. Although there are many, many kinds of materials
available, as in the case of most competitive products aimed
for a specialized market, the differences among products of
any given type tend to be marginal.

Thus, the real constraints upon the materials selection
process are not procedural, nor those imposed by e _ernal

agencies. The most important limitations on the selection of
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educational materials are likely to arise from factors inherent
in the selection system itself; from curricular requirements,
from educational personnel; from materials producers, their
representatives, and their products; and from the ways in

which relationships among these are structured.

An interesting finding of the study is that no mention
was made of the ultimate consumer, the student, in the materials
selection process. Decisions appear to bé made on the basis of
criteria which have little to do with students according to
survey respondents. Producers do not perceive students as
their clientele; though students may use materials, they do
not select materials and have no choice in what materials they

are reqguired to use.

Implications

Many critics of American education, perhaps on the basis
of the view of materials selection presented at the beginning of
this section, have found that the p..ocesses by which materials
are selected and choices made are unsatisfactory according to
their own criteria and have suggested that changes be made.
However, the materials selection system in the United Statecs
has been described as highly complex, decentralized, unsystematic,
and dependent upon local variations in economic resources and the
personal predilectidns of educational perscnnel in each selecting
unit. Planned, systematic intervention by any agency to alter

these processes would, therefore, be extremely difficult.



310

Attempts to modify existing materials selection practices, then,

must either be implemented on a piecemeal basis in approximately

20,000 individual school districts, or the selection of materials
(and by extension, curriculum planning) must be centralized under
state, regional, or national hegemony. The problems involved

in adopting either approach are immediately evident.

Changes in a fragmented and personalized system such as
that by which educational mat=2:rials are selected for United States
public schools are likely to be achieved indirectly and in incre-
mental steps. Significant changes in materials selection are
also likely to occur through modifications in those aspects of
the materials selection process which may be the locus of the
most important constraints but which are not perceived as such;
namely, changes in curriculum requirements, in teachers' and
other. selectors' views about materials, and in the materials

themselves.
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AV equipment - Mechanical apparatus capable of receiving,

transmitting, or reproducing sounds and/or pictures; for
example, film projectors, tape recorders, overhead projectors,

closed circuit television.

AV materials - Films, tapes, transparencies, television

programs to be used with AV equipment.

Curriculum/matcrials specialists - School personnel with specific

responsibilities for subject areas and/or instructional equipment.

Educational products or educational materials - Teaching and

learning tools used in schools; _or example, textbooks, AV
materials and equipment, multi-media units, supplementary

printed materials. (In this study blackboards, desks, and
other equipment are not considered educational products or

educational materials.)

Hardware - A term applied to AV eqguipment.

Learning laboratories - Materials based on the principles of

individualized irstruction in which students perform according
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to prescribed programs and utilize special AV eguipment and

materials; for example, reading and language laboratories.

Manipulativz devices - Cuisinaire rods, pendulums, abaci, and

various kinds of science eguipment.

Multi-media units or irstructional systems - Packages of

materials, designed by a producer for a particular course or
curriculum, incorporating several types of products; these
materials usually represent an integrated system of instruction;
a package might include films, textbooks, transparencies, supple-

men+tary printed materials.

Software - A term applied to AV materiais.

Supplamentary printed materials - Items such as World Week,

Senior Scholastic, paperback books, and library books which

are used in addition to textbooks.

Systems approach materials - Materials which attempt to produce

changes in behavior which are cobservable, measurable, and con-

trollable; for example, the AAAS Science Curriculium.
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